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I.‘Summary'g Findings and |

A\ «

The major innding’s of this Evaluation Report of
Multiple-Funded Programs, 1976-77 are sum-

wmarized below in the order in which the findings -

are presented in Chapter V: enumeration data on
program participants; background charaeteristics of
program” participants; - indicators of ’ program
quélity;and student achievement-results. A sum-
mary of the findings from the special studies
deséribed in Chapter VI is also included. A full
report of the findings from the special studies will
be presemted in a companioh publication entitled

Report on Special Studies of Selected ESE Schools

with Increasing and Decreasing Reading Scores,
1976-77. The implications of the findings are
reviewed briefly at the end of this chapter.

~

Enumeration Data on Participants

Information gathered on program participants
indicated the following:

. ® More than'1,133,000 students in kindergarten
through grade twelve were served through the
combined funding sources. This figure repre-
sents a 21 percent increase sinck 1975-76, and
it represents 27 percent of the total enroll-
ment in kindergarten through grade twelve'g

=California’s -public schools. Of the progra

participants .72 percent were enrolled in
kindergarten through grade three; 20 pergefit
were in grad%s four through six; and 8 percent
were in grades severr through twelve. Thirteen
percent of ‘the participating students were
limited- or non-English-speaking students.
More than 1,000,000 students - yeceived
services in the reading, multicultural educa-
tion, language development, and/6r mathe-
matics components. ) x

More volunteers were involved in school
programs than ever before. About 138,000
adult volunteers and 90,000 cross-age (stu-
dent) volunteers worked in the schools, as
compared to a total of 81,000 volunteers of
both types in’ 1975:76. '

3., E ~"
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plications - ,

. Background Characteristics of Participants

Compared to- nonpa\rticipa‘nts, students who
participated in school programs supported by, early
childhood eduéation funds, educationally disadvan-
taged youth finds,. ESEA Title I funds, bilingual

ed’ucat'ion funds, a d/or Miller-Unruh funds tended

® Have lower|socioeconomic backg_rounﬂ‘s,

® Include a large proportion of students who
spoke English plus a second language.

‘® Be more mcjbile/transient.

Such significant (§ifferences in student background .

characteristics make general comparisons between

pa'rticipants and nonparticipants inappropriate.

2 ) !
Indicatars of Program Qua}ity

Two indicators df program quality were utilized.
(1) reviews of schqol-level, plans; and (2) program
quality reviews cdnducted during monitor and
review {MAR) schdbol visitations. The information
gathered from the r iews ingiicatea the following:

® More than 3,200 elementary school plans and

460 secondary school plans were reviewed for

. compliance with applicable statutes and regu-
lations. : .

® The monitor and review dafia indicated that

all settions of the review instrument yielded

an average of “good” ratings for all schools.

Those grades with ECE funding, either alone

. or in combination wj,th other sources, had

consistently higher ratings than grades with

!

Studént Achievement

District-reported ata from- standardized,

. EDY.and/or ESE;\;’I‘itle I funding alone.

"nationally normed tests/indicated that:

schools tgpically exceeded the national
average by 1.2 dtandard score points in
reading from the pretest to'the post-test.

. 7
- : q.
- ’ ! o M -
. » - M N
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. ® Across all gra&es s{udents in multiple-funded
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" ® Except in grade eleven the test score gainis in
reading and mathematics of all participating
fluent-English-speaking students exce’eded the
national average,

® In griade three partrcrpatmg students sco.red
slightly above the national average on the

. reading post-test. .

® In grades one and two, students scored above
the national - average on tHe post-test in
mathematics; students’in grade one exceeded
the national average by 5.1 standard score
points from the pretest to the post-test.

® Studentd in ECE schools scored at or above '

the national average on the post-test in.
reading and praqgressed at a rate greater than
the national average.

® Students in ECE schools scored from 0.5 to
2.6 standard score points above the national
average on the post-test in mathematics;

e students in grade one showed the greatest

growth, exceeding the national average by 5.0
standard score points from the pretest to the
post-test. '+ r

® The average pretest score n reading in ECE-
only schools was above the national average.
On the post-test the students i in these schools
exceeded the national average Qy 1.7 to 3.8
standard score points.

® Data of limited reliability were reported for

limited- and non-Enghsh-speakmg students.
While limited- Enghsh-speakmg‘s&udgms parti-
cipating in consolidated programs ,scored”
below the publishers’ norms on the pretest in
both reading and mathematics, they tended to
progress at a rate greater than that of the
publishers’ ;norm group, except in grade-ten.
® Across grade levels a greater fluctuation was

noted in gain scores fot schools ir which

testing was ‘done on an annual basis than for

schools in which testing was done on @

withinyear basis. No explanation could be
s~ offered for this finding.-

California Assessment Program (CAP) data on

- reading achievement in g?ades two and three

showed. the following;’ -

® Historical profiles of reading achievement
<during the period 1973-74 to 1976-77 indi-
cated that grade three students in ECE gener-
ally had higher gradé scores than the students
in those schools had before the schools_
entered ECE. Reading achievement in ECE
Phase 1 schools and Phase IV schools in-
creased slightly; reading achievement in Phase
I schools decreased slightly; and achieve-

’

«3

ment in Phase Il schodls mcreaSLd sub~
stantially,! ° !
e A longitudinal analysis of California
ment Program reading achievement scores
from 1975-76 to 1976-77 showed that stu-
dents in ECE schools made gzeater gak ns than
students u& a similar "group of npn-ECE
schogls.: - ]
® Changes in average residual grade thrée read-
ing achievement scores, on gtﬁ\e basis| of the
number of years a school had participated in
ECE, showed improvement jn a(;hre ement
‘with years of participation.? The
indicated a small but positive change.

Assess—

Findings from the Special Studies _

A limited frend toward declining third| grade
residual reading scores in ECE scho?ls whose
"1973-74 Entry Level Test scores were in the Jowest
20 pefcent was reported in the Evalufl#8n Report
of ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY, 1975-76. That
finding led to two special follow-up studies that
were designed to examine m-depth the chara teris-
~etics of ECE schools with increasing and decr asing
scores. A study of 7chool processes by th De¢part-
ment of Eq'\ucation showed the following:®

0 Although breakdowns in the transl tro “of
"the intent of ECE into edllr);atronal'\ experi-

-~

ences for children were observed in

scores. \
L Posrtrve

charactenzed the + schools with mcreas ng
scofes; a lack of leadershlp or meffectVe

+decreasingscores. t
® Teachers’ attitudes and expectatipns i were
significant factors. ~ Where teachersw were

YPhase 1 schools entered ECC mn 1973-74, Phase 1 |schools
entered n 1974-75, Phase l11 schools entered in 1975-76, and Phas
IV schools entered in 1976-77. ﬂ’

2A restdual scure 1s the differenve between the predfied dvelag
score of the s students 1n a school and the actual score.

Generaludtlons about the findings shogmfonfmed to th
study population of ECE s¢hools that scored 1 the lowest 2
percent of schools on the 1973-74 Entry Level Test (grade ofe) and
that had an increase or decline 1n Califormia Assessment ngram|
thurd grade reading achievement residual scores from 1973 1 1976

-—

|

|
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\
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a positive effect on students’ test scores.

® Staff development activities that were closely .

tied to the instructional program were founpd’ ™

to be’ more -effective than those of a non-.

specific natur¢. Courses. in multicultural
understanding had a positive effect on the

achievement of limited- and non-English-"_

speaking students.
® Attempts to mdrvrduallze the mstructmnal
prégram with the advent of ECE had positive
* effects,on student achievement when people
were responsible for learning; negative effects,
"wera noted in those schools in which the
emphasis was on programs and materials. ~
@ Reading scores declined in schools in which
, the curriculum consisted primarily of reading;

scores increased in schools in which students

. had am apportunity to apply reading skills in a
) range of curricular areas.
® Four problems with regard to evaluation were
common in all schools regardless of whether
their scores.were increasing or decreasing: (1)
school personnel had minimal information or
. misinformation about the tests and test
, results; (2) school personnel failed to use the
information that was available; (3) because
monitor and .reyiew ratings’and test scores
measure drfferent aspects of school func-
tioning, schools sometimes had drfﬁculty inte-
gra‘tmg and interpreting both types of infor-
mation; and (4) the mearis for identifying afd
assessing the sprogress of limjted-English-
speaking and Ynon-English-speaking children
and for“evaluating bilingual education pro-
grams were inadequate or nonexistent.
A special study of ,classroo':h processes was
conducted by SRI International. Half of the
schools in the study were also part of the Depart-
ment’s study sample. o
Ansanalysis of the relationship between reading
achiévement scores and classtoom’ ingtructional
process variables showed the following:

® A positive relationship was found between a
high third grade réading achievement gam and
a low ratio of students to adults.

® Students in classrooms in which the ratio of
students to adults was low were absgnt less
often than those in classrooms in which the
ratio was high. .

® Highly controlled classroom environments in
which teachers provided systematic instruc-
tion and a great deal of positive réinforcement

~~
performance, their behavjor was likely to have °

5

~

.

The

.

contributed to gains in third grade reading
achrevement

Smalf—group instruction was more efficient
than work done with one child at a time
during the class period. In classrooms in
which reading achievement gains were small,
adults often worked with one child at a time,
and the other children did not receive the
supervrsron and guidance that they needed to
continue’to wofk on a task.

‘Cldssrooms within schools tended to be very
different in terms of both the achieveme
gains made by children and the instructiénal
processes used by the teachers.

Major Implications from the Special Study
of Selected ECE Schools

1mplu,atrons of the above findings were as

{

follows: ) -
Je

-

{ -

¥

.~

The expectations for what children can lean
should be raised in many schools, especially
those with high minority populations. This
includes the ° teachers’ expectations with
regard to:

1. The types of activities for children (reading
and writing words, sentences, and parga
graphs rather than"just filling in the blanks,
providing rote responses, -playing non-
instructional games, working puzzles, and
working with expensive medra materials
and equrpment)

2. The; pace. of each child’s  progress (each
chil makmg optimal progress consistent
with the 'l:hrld s development rather than
each child workmg as slowly as he or she
desires to work)

3. The quality of children’s work (regardless
of the type or level of work, good work-

manship rtathgr than half-hearted, sloppy

-efforts) .

Communitation—whether written or oral,
from ‘the state, from the district, or from
within the school—should be more frank and
personal, and the emphasis should be on the
primary r'ole of human beings in the educa-
tional processes. Too much pf the infor-
mation recerwd——by"teachers parents, and
children is couched in the abstract language of
“programs,” which does not help people
understand what they are to do.

The importance of good leadership, regardless
of its source (principal, reading coordinator,

- group of teachers, or district) is fundamental.

»™
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Good leadership entails, among other thingé,‘
close contact and ifivolvement with those who
have operational responsibility “for imple-

ment 1s initiating ‘action in six areas to build a
broader, more useful information base for program

) evaluation and program imprbvement:

ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ menting decisions, such as teachers and aides; ~ .
mutual d respect; antrcrpatory plan-~ ¢ In~ “c“oop’eratlon with local educational
ning, an upggrt for ongoing skills develop- agencies, the Department is developing in
‘\ments. These and other good leadership 1977-78 :means to use’ other indicators of the

Characteristics should be- fostered through’
personnel practices and policies, especially the
'apporntment of school principals, and
through staff development programs specifi-
cally designed to improve the Jleadership
capabilities of those in leadership roles at the
school, district, and state levels.

" ® Staff development programs should foster a

clear sense of purpose and commitment to the
program and should help personnel integrate
new programs and skills with existing prac-
tices. The emphasis in staff development -
should be ‘on helping people to ‘do their jobs

. better: Staff development programs should be
pedple specific; that is, aides should be

_rained-for the aide’s job, and teachers should
be trained for the teacher’s job. ,

® Teachers should pay close and frequent atten-
tion to how each ¢hild responds ta instruction

. and should occasionally use informal assess-
ment devices to check student progress. Initial .
instruction should be provided by the tea¢her

. (or some other person) rather than'by means
of media, materials, or learning stations.

* Studen should receive instruction in a
variety of reading skills and should have
“opportunities to use and apply the skills in
variqus curricular greas. The cuericulum
be such that the needs of all students
et, and espec1ally those of limited-
glish-speaking students.

e In §ome3scho s with full bilingual educatlon.
programs, h€avy emphasis is placed on in*
structigp inthe students’ primary language .
during th&Fearly years of tlementary school;
in the later years emphasi§ is- placed on-
instruction in English. A need exists for some
way of assessing the studgnts’ profress durlng
both phases of their elementary school educa-
tion.-

The specific implications for Department of g
Education action are discussed beloy. The current
practice of relying heavily on numerlcal indicators
of student achievement and program quality .
ratings provides information that is too limited to
provide for adequate examinration of the impact of
funded programs at the school l¢vel. The Depart- )

' »

impact of programs, including indicators of
affective deyelopment, student attltudes and
schodl environment.
& __Fhre~dmany -practical’ findings of the special
tudies indicated that the approaches in-~
‘volvrng the case study and classroom pracess
observations are effective in examlnlng the
nature and impact of programs. Such
approaches will be utilized -again.

® The Department will assist in local evaluatlon .
efforts by developing a network among school
districts for the exchange of information
regarding special evaluation and research
studies. The network will facilitate™ the

- exchénge of information—both_ggudy tech-’
nrques and findings—among people withdom-
mon interests and will include newsletters,
network ~ exchange services, and technical
assistance.’ ,

A

® Current methpds of reviewing school pro-
grams are being reexamined in light of experi-
ence as well as the provisions of AB-65. This
reexamination .will include consideration .of

. . various alternative approaches to program

(

Teview, while ning the consistency of
ratings that is wec sary across schools.-Alter- -
natives that may~\bpe considered include in-
depth reviews of thé\special needs of schools
in which student achiévement is low and
. Teview processés that focus on the unique
characteristics of lntermedlate -and secondary ¢
schools. > :
Because reasons far, year-to-year changes in
school residual scores (B d on California
» Assessment Program Reading Test data) are
not clear, the Department plans to improve
the capacity of Department personnel to
understand and éxamine school situations
that may influence performance on the Cali-
fornia Assessment Program Reading Test.
Field service consultants, who regularly pro-
vide technical assistance and conduct program
reviews at’ schools, will receive training from
California Assessment Program personnel in
the interpretation «of aggregate and school- .
level data. This training will be designed to

assist the field service personnel in their
O~ P
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technical essistanee
efforts( 4

® Since a surprisingly large fluctuation in gain
scores . was noted apfoss- grade , levels, the
Department will conduct a thorough analysis
of the relatrve advantages of annual testing as
eompared to wrthm-year testing.

F .
and program ' review

- »

The probiem of assessing the progress of li}‘nited-
and non-English-speaking students_is a concern of
both schoo} districts and the Departments The
problem is not just the lack of appropriate testing
instruments, an even more pressing need exists to
define ‘better the desired nature and types of
services for limited- and non-English-$peaking stu-
dents at the school and classrooni levels. Schools
are statutorily required to provide instfuction in a
language’ that is understandable to students who
haves been identified -as limited- "or non- English

speaking, but instructiqnal goals and desired out- -

comes, have not yet been .developed for such’
students. It is essential fo discover what instruc-
tional practices are Thost- effective in meeting the
current and long'term “academic and Jinguistic
needs of-limited; and non-EgalisR-speaking st&-
dents. Toward/_addressmg t

L 4

L WY

Departmeht has fbmrulated the followmg plans

.and/or taken the following dctions: .

® To pr vide for a cojerent instructional pro-
-gra@ Xhe Department has developed guide-

* lings for interpreting the various requireme
of ESEA Title VII; AB 2284, and AB 1329.

-, bilingual educatién program , prototype’s
described in the enabling legislation, Yhe
Department is preparing operational défini-
tions for dissémination to SLhOOlS and schaol
districts. -

® To determine what types of curricula and
instructional practices are most effective for
fimited- and non-English-speaking students, ’
" the Department js meludmg an extensive case
., study revrew of sélected bilimgual education
programs in its evaluation plan.

® To make kpown the bilingual assessment
instruments that do exist, the Department has
developed \an' annotated bibliography of
selected acltievement, affective, behavioral,
diagnqgtic, and language proficiency instru-
meptg™ The Legislature™ has -also_ provided
funds for the development of an achievement

cancerns, the ~ . testin Spa ?1sh.
. - » . L

e To provide . for gréater specificity in the

N

.
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This E»alu&tion Report' bf Multiple-Funded Pro-
grams, 1976-77 is designed to provide a deSCI‘IpthI‘l

and interpretation of the effects in" 1976-77° of -

local school programs funded with early childhood
education’ (ECE) ffnds,, educationally disadvan-
taged youth (EDY)funds, funds provided under
provisions of Title ] of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA Title I),
bilingual education (AB 2284 funds, and Miller-
Unruh Basic Reading Act funds. Although these
funds are' allocated through separate statutory

authonzatlons their administration has been con- -

solidated t¢ improve school programs through a
comprehensive process of systematic program pian-
ning, implementation, and evaluation at the dist
and school levels. This comprehensive approach t
program improvement reflects the cooperative
-efforts of the Legislature, the State Board .of
Education, and the Departmient of Education to

support district and school efforts’ to provide

quality educational programs for all students in
California. These efforts incgfporate three dimen-
sions: (1) the movement to
level of school support that lqs_sens the dlspantles
in wealth dmong districts; (2) the recognition that
various levels of sapport and assistance are required
to meet the speciag needs of such students as the
educationally disadvantaged, limjted- and non-
English speaking, and phy51cally and mentally
exceptional; and (3) the provision of support and
. encouragemeént to ensure;that funds and program
improvement efforts to meet the unique educa-
tional needs of all students are coordinated
through ‘a planning, implementatjon, and evalud’

tion pgocess at school site.
. A variety ucational servj,eWowded for

by the additional funds from these §ources. The
funding sources represented in the scl:})ols vary in
accordance, with the needs of the students.
Approximately two-thirds of the public schools in

1d an equitable-bale

-

California receive funds,. from one or more of the -

five funding sources examined in"this report. The

Introduction.

J

combined annual expendltures from these sources

total approximately $360 million.
The responsibilities of the Department of Educa-
tion for the evaluation af the effects of programs

. funded by these sources are broad and complex. In

addition to publishing this mandafed steie -level
evalusuon report, the Department assists districts
with lo«,al program evaluations and performs local
program compliance reviews and program quality
reviews for purposes of progrdm 1mprovement The
Department also conducts special follow-up studies
of evaluation findings reported in previous years.

Senate Bill 1698 (Chapter 791, Statutes of
1976) amended Education Code Section 491.3
(Section 33403 of the reorganized and revised
code) to provide for a consolidated evaluation of
programs funded under several different funding
sources, including the following:* .. .

<

t.-Early Chﬂdhood Edugation (ECE) Act
2. Educatidnally Dlsadvantaged Youth (EDY)
Act .

3. Elementary and Secondary Education Aet .

(ESEA), Title |

4. Bilingual Education Act of 1972 (AB 2284) -

5. Miller-Unruh Basic Readjng Act

In ‘response to SB 1698 of 1976, the Depart-
ment developed a comprehensive state-level evalua-
tion d‘eugned to examme ~program coordination
resulting from the consolidation effort and to
collect the required enumeration, implgmentation,
and student achievement data.

The evaluation was degigned to address the
following broad questions f

1. For what statewide eflucational purposes were
consolidated apphcatlon funds used?

1The Education Code was reorganized aqd revised m 1976. In
subsequent citations first references are the section numbers from
the reorganized code {(Assembly Bill 3100, Chapter 1010, Statutes
of 1976, as amended by Assembly Bult 3101, Chaglter 1011, Statutes
of 1976), which became effective on Apnl 30, 1977. Section
numbers 1n parentheses ‘or brackets are from the 1973 code, as

amended,
o

}
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What was. the extent of p‘artlcipation n
programs funded through the five sources?

3 How much money was allo;ated through the
various 'undmg sources, and how was it
spent? -

-

4. What was the nature of the implementation of -

funded programs?

5. What inferences could be made about. the
quality of the school programs and services
provided for by th¢ funding sources?

6. What jnferences could be made abouf the
performam.e of students who received services

in the funded programs?

7 What were some «.hara«.tenstlcs of local

' efforts*to evaluate schoo} programs?”

In addressing these questions and compiling this
repert. the Department used information from
annual school and district reports, reviews of
school plans, and on=ite program reviews. student
* achievement data, including California Assessment

.

‘

, .
\-j . .
.
.

I

Program reading scores and scores from pubhshers’
norm-referenced tests, information from a special
case study of a selected sample of schools with low-
achieving students, and information from a sample
of school and' district evaluations.

This report consists of seven chapters. ChapterI
contains a summary of the evaluation findings and
a summary of the implications of those findings.
Chapter 1l “1s the introduction to the report.

. Chapter IIT provides a description of the funding

sources and the programs supported by jhe funds
from those sources. Chapter IV includes descrip-
tions of the methodologies and procedures used in
the evaluation and a discussion™f their advantages
and limitations. The findings, inchuding enumera-
tion data, data on participants, and student
achievement data, are presented in Chapter V.
Chapter VI contains findings from the special

studies of selected ECE schools with low student .

achievement. Charactenstics of local evaluation
efforts.are reported in Chapter VII.

™\
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: lll. Description of Fundiné Sources

°

Chapter III of the evaluation report contains
descriptions of the funding sources, legislative
intents, goals, specifjc eligibility criteria, and the
scope and nature ®f the .district and school
programs supported by the vasious funding
sources. )

) Funding Sources

.Five major funding sources are coordinated
through the consolidated application and evalua-
tion processes. Four are state sources. (1) Early
Childhood Education (ECE) Act, (2) Educationally
Disadvanta‘ged  Youth (EDY) Act, (3) Bilingual
Education Act (AB 2284), and (4) Miller-Unruh
Basic Reading Act. The fifth funding source, the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA),
Title I, is a federal source. Participating schools
may receive funds from as many as five or as few as
one of the funding sources. They use the funds for
which they are eligible in a manner set forth in a
coordinated, comprehensive plan that 15 designed

in. accordance with the funding source program.

goals, specific student eligibility critend, and legis-

lative intents. In their planning effort schools assess

school and individual student needs to define
school program goals and to develop the necessary
instructional /a(d support services to achieve the

goals. . .

Chart III-1 shows how funds. flow from the
sources to provide for servaces to students. From
the figure one can readily see that school and
student eligibility for funds and services varies
from source to,source. However, once the funds
are aiocated, they are integrated at the school level
to support a variety of services designed to meet
the upique needs of eligible students. Thus, in
schools recetving funds from more than one source,
the separate sources are utilized to provide coordi-
nated services, which, other than being targeted at

*eligible students, need not be identified indi-
vidually on the basis of source of funding.’

. The descriptions presented below teflect the
statutes and regulations that were in effect and the

N - -

‘ and School Programs

-~

proceduﬁ?sfthat ere used during the 1976-77
school year. The reader should note that recently
enacted legislation, notably Assembly Bil 65
(Chapter 894, Statutes of 1977), will markedly
change the funding allocation procedures for
various state funding sources.

Early Childhood Education Act

The early childhood education legislation
(Chapter 1147, Statutes of 1972) was designed to
provide an “umbrella” or framéwork under which
primary education (kindergarten through grade
three) in California could be reformed or restruc-
tured. Integral to the umbrella approach is the
coordination of categorical funding to provide
additional services to meet the needs of special
populations within a school. The primary goal of
ECE is to provide for all students in kindergarten
through grade three an education that is designed
to meet their unique needs, talents, interests, and
abilities. The extensive participation of parents and
the community in general in the educdation of
children in the early grades was also called for in
the ECE legislation. Early childhood education
differs from other funding sources in that through
ECE, funds are allocated *to districts for the
purposes of reforming and restructuring total
school programs so that they can address the
individual needs of all children in kindergarten
through grade three. The other funding sources,
though allocated to districts for eligiﬁle schools
and identified students, provide for supplemental
services to subsets of a school’s population, not the
entire kindergarten through grade three popula-
tion.

Each year at least half of the ECE funds for any
participating district.must de used at those schools
that have the greatest “educational need.™ The
measure of educational need is the percent or
number of students scoring at or below the 25th
percentile on _standardized, nationally normed
reading or ma\ﬂlematics achievement tests, The

~other half of the ECE funds may be used for any

.
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. CHART 1114 s N
) ~ Descriptive Data on Fundifig Soarces for Multiple-Funded School Programs, 1976-77 Y
g Programs >
Educationally .
Data Early childhood disadvantaged R Bilingual ‘
categories education youth N ESEA Title | education * Miller-Unruh *
Eligible grades (K-3) (K-12) (K-12) (K-12) (K-6) !
Authorizing agency | Legislature; money Legisla'ture, money | Congress, money Legislature,money| Legislature, money
and allocation to Department to-Department to U.S. Office of to Department to Department
procedure of Education of Education Education and of Education ‘of Education’
) U.S. Office to )
. Department of* . B
Education; money to}
counties on basis of
“poverty index
Basis on which Index of low 1n- Aj:i to Families Compeutive proj- | Previous participa-

Success 0&65
schools 7

State Departmeny. | come, tran- with Dependent ect application tion of schools - .
of Education dis- | \ | siency. and Children (AFDC) within district
tnibutes money * limited- and non- | count ‘ .
to districts Enghsh-speaking w
. . > students ) ' < .

Basis on which Schoot plan (50 Low achievement | Poverty indexes School plan Need for reading
district distrib- perbent mustbe | * - % .- specialist 1

ules money to spent at schools /S/ 3 ! | position®
schools " with lowest ’ :

‘ achievement) ! , .
Basis on which . | Toall K-3 students| To identfied To idenufled Bilingual services | To idenufied K-3

schools provide
services

o basis of indi-
vidugl needs; use
of other funding
sources 10 aid jn

program plagning
and coordination
of services

K-12 students
-on basis of low
achievement;
priority given to
yQungest students

L K—12 students

on basis of low
achievement;
priority given to
youngest students

to classrooms
ident:fied in proj-
ect application

1. or 4—6 students

on basis of low
reading achieve-
ment

A4




s,on@_b.matlon of s»hoals ‘fhat the district 9§le«.ts,
since all schools are eligibte tor funding. +

Upon State Board of Education approval of a
s;hoo,l's proposed program, ECE funds were allo- |
‘cated to districts in 1976-77F on the -basis of $140

per student enrolled 1n kmdergarten through grade
threc. An additional S70 was allocafed for each
student who scored at or beldW the 25th percentile’
of national norms in. reading or mathematics
achievement. A district could nof receive the
additional $§70 for more than 25 percent of the
participating students in the district. . .

Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Act

State funding for edlicationally dlsadvantaged
youth (EDY) was authorized by Chaptér 1406,
Statutes of 1972 (SB 90). Educationally disadvan-

_taged youth funds are intended to provide funds to

suppodrt quality educational services for low-

. achieving students.

Educationally disadvantaged youth funds are
allocated to school districts 1n accordance with a
formula that jncludes indexes of limited- and
non-English-speaKing students, transiency, and
overty. The formula is given in Appendix A.

Once district eligibility for EDY funding is

. established. districts select those school attendance

areas that include the students .with the greatest
educational need. School need 1s determined by
either the number or percent of students scoring
below the 25th percentile on standardized achieve-
ment tests in readyng and matheimatics. All stu-
dents who are in schools that receive EDY funds
and who score below the 50th, percentile” on
standardized achievement tests are eligible for
services. Under provisions of the Edycationally

Disadv'anmged Youth Act, EDY funds are used to |

* serve only those students enrolled in public educa-

t10n programs

Elementary and Secondary Educatio.n Act, Title I

Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Educa:

tion Act of 1965 authorizes funding for edu-
/éotlonal programs that aré designed to benefit
students from low-income families. Title I funds

_ are aflocated to California on the basis of the

number of children from low-income families in

" each county. The Department of Education then

allocates funds to school districts within counties
on the basys of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) data from the counties. Within a

" school district schools are ranked on.the basis of

the boverty -of the populations they serve. Schools

’

with a povert index exceeding the district average
poygrty index are eligible for Title I funds. .
nce ESEA Title 1 funds are allocatéd to a -
school, students are selected for participation dn
the basis, of their educational neéd, which is
deﬁne%vt include students scoring below the 50th

percentile, on standardized achievement tests or
those whop have serious learning deficiencies be-
cause of linguistic, social, cultiral, or economic
isolation.

While ESEA Title I funds may be expended for
students at all grade levels through grade twelve,
state regulations require that the youngest eligible
children within the district be-served first when
categorical aid monies are msufﬁcxent to serve all

«eligible children.

Students attending nonpublic schools are eligible
for services provided for by ESEA Title I funds if
they live 1n an eligible attendance area and are
educationally’ deprived. ESEA Title I funds.are also
tprowded to-the state to selaze handicapped students
‘hvmg In state institutions, migrant students, and
students in state institutions for the neglected or
delinquent.

.

Bilingual Education Act of 1972

* The Bilingual Education Act’of 1972 (Chapter
1258, Statutes of 1972) (AB 2284) was enacted to
establish bilingual, bicultural programs for limited-
English- speakmg_ and non-Englishspeaking
students. v

Districts submit project applications,-and funds :
are awarded through a competitive grant process.
Programs are developed in-the context of the—~_

. intent of the Bilingual Education Act, which {

_includes (f) the students’ d lopmsnt -of fluency |

“in English as well as compet§hce in their primary - i
language; (2) the provision for positive reinforce- |

" mént of students’ self;concepts; and (3) the devel-
opment of intercultural awareness among students, 1
pafents, and fnstructional staff. |

. |

~

Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act ~

In 1965 the Legislature passed the Miller-Unruh
Basic Reading Act (Education Code sections
54100-54180 [5770 through 5798]) to provide
reading specialists “‘for the prevertion and correc-
tion of reading disabilities at the earliest possible
time in the educational career of the pupil.”
School eligibility for Miller-Unrith funds was deter-
mined on the basis of reading scores at the time the |
funds were first allocated. The hlghést ‘priority is |
given to students in grade one, second priority is |
given to students in grades two and three. |

i




+ School Programs

As was described in the previous section, funds
from five major seurces are appropriated for use in
eligible districts and schools. School districts apply
for funds from these sources by submitting to the
State Department of Education Form A-127D,
Consolidated Application for Funds for Educa-
tional Programs. On the basis of state regulations
and district policy (for certain funding sources
only), school districts determine the amounts from
each funding source to be alleeated Q the schools
in the district. -

.

School Restructuring Through Early Childhood Education -

Schools whose funding sources include early

childhood education are unique with respect to -

schools with all other funding sources or combina-
tion of funding sources. Because early childhood
education fynds are not “categorical” funds, ECE
programs are designed for all kindergarten through
grade three students at participating schools. The
concepts of restructuring school processes and
operations encompass the entire school in the
primary grades. All funds received by the school,
including basic aid, district support, and categorical
funds, are to be used in support of a unified
instructional program in which all of the restruc-
turing concepts ase incorporated.

The instructional program in an ECE school-

should be such’that the needs, interests, and
" capabilities of eath child are provided for. The
instructional program should also provide for
instructional settings, groups, materials, and
JInstruction that will enhance each child’s academic,
emotional, and social development, Each child in
an ECE school should have access td assistance and
attentionl from ° classroom teachers, aides, volun-
teers, parents, and cross-age tutors as needed.
) Cﬁnicula& emphasis should be on reading, mathe-
matjcs, language development, and multlcultural
awareness. Children’s health needs should receive
appropriate atténtion. Parents should ‘be encour-
aged to participate in classroom act1v1t1es as school
advisory committee members, and as volunteers in
other ways; and they should have an opportunity

to broaden their knowledge of their child’s educa-"

tion. All kindergarten through grade three staff
members should have opportunities to increase
their knowiedge and skills so as to be better able to
provide an' effective instructional program. Infor-
mation gathering, evaluation, and decision making
are participatory; that is, the various members of
the school community a551st in making the deci-
sions that affect them rost. The needs of students

.
)

- - 2
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.. .
.

. . .
with limited. or no English language experiefice
should be addressed through iffstruction in Engllsh
and in their primary language, and staff develop-
ment programs designed to help the school staff
better meet the needs of such students should be
provided.

Students with special needs i ECE schools that

develop an overall kindergarten through grade.

thiee school plan are to receive special $ervices in a
manner that provides for coordination with the
overall school plan. The special services are direc-
ted toward only the studeﬁts with special needs,

and they are designed to serve as a valuable

supplement to the services that all students receive.
These services must be over and above those
provided in the regufar mstruct;ona] program.
Some examples of services over and allove those of
the regular program are additional tim¢ and atten-
tion from aides, special assistance from a resource
specialist'tea«.her in the classroom, periodic visits

"to a resource room or resource center that might

-

have! special audiovisual equipment, books, or
instructional materials, additional time with. the
school nurse or, counselor, and tultural enrichment

,activities such as visits to museums, government

buildings, parks, and other community facilities,
All of the services just described could be provided
from the funds’ allocated to meet the students
spec1al needs. » -

. School Programs for Students with Special Needs, ;

Schools that receive funds to serve students with
special needs are required to plan only with respect
to the subpopulation of students with special
needs. Such schools include ECE schools that
receive special funds to serve students in grades
four through six. All areas of the curriculum are to
be addressed in a plan that provides for instruction
based on the identified needs of the low-achieving
students® only. Parent participation and parent
education are to be emphasized. All additional
services are directed toward low-achieving students
only. Staff development activities are required to
enable teachers and paid apd volunteer staff to
provide the special services for the identified
students. Any of the special services described in
the above section on ECE schools might be
planned for in g school receivihg funds only for
students with special needs. The program désigned
for students with special needs shoyld be well
coordinated with he school’s basic 1nstruct10nal

program,

. All schools that complete and submit a school
level’/plan must address within the plan (and‘thus in

.
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the school’s’ program) the special needs qf the
limited- and non-English-speaking studen(é en-
rolled. Such students are to receive instruction
designed to improve their mastery of English,
including their skills of speaking, reading, and
writing. They are also to receive instruction in all
curricular areas in their primary language yntil they
are able to benefit from ingtruction fn English
only. Schools typically employ bilingual aides and
bilingual resource teachers and purchase special
materials in the second language to meet the nee¢ds
of limited- and non-English-speaking students.

While all schools must provide for the needs of
limited- and«non-English-speaking students regard-
less of the funding source(s) from which they may
receive funds, some schools also have bilingual
education programs funded under proyisions of AB
2284 of 1972. The programs at those schools must
include one or more classrooms in which a bilin-
gual, biliterate teacher provides instruction in the
students’ primary language and in English."Two-
thirds of the students in a bilingual classroom must
be limited- or non-English-speaking children, at
least one-third must be fluent-English-speaking
students. Student needs are to be assessed in both
languages, and continuous assessment of student
progress, instruction appropriate to the,individual
student, and evaluation and modification of the
instructional program should all be features of
bilingual | education classrooms. Instructional
miterials and an environment that fosters under-
standing and pride in the students’ culture and
language and in the dominant culture and language
are to be provided. Staff inservice training activi-
ties, parent involvement activities, and other sup-
port services should be provided in the same
manner as in the programs previously describéd.

Classroom aides in bilingual education class-
rooms are to be bilingual, and students should have
many opportunities to see, hear, and .speak their
primary language. In addition to instruction in
reading, writinng, and other curricular subjects in
their primary language, students should receive
instraction in oral and written English as their
mastety of reading in their p:#}mary language
warrants. .

. . ’ r

Secondary School Services for Students with
Special Needs . \

“Secondary schools are eligible only for funds to
.be used for students with special needs (low-
achieving students). Thé funds are to be used in the
development and implementation of instructional

. services that are over and above those available to

s
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all students in the regular school program. Typical
services are those provided by classroom aides, in
special reading or mathematics laboratgries, and by
teachers with special skills in remedial work.
Classroom aides in secondary schools are trained to
give assistance to those students in the class who
are eligible for program participation. In some
secondary schools special laboratories are provided

. through compensatory education (Title I/SB 90)

funding. Students may be assigned to the labora-
tory on a temporary basis as individual assessment
warrants such assignment. The laboratory experi-
ence must supplement a student’s regular class-
room instmtion. Specially skilled teachers may.
assist identified students in the regular classroom
or in a laboratory or resource center, using
individual assessment procedures, educational
media, and remedial materials provided with com-
pensatory educatfon funds. Staff development .
activifies are reqlired for all staff members who
have responsibilities for the identified student
participants. At the secondary level the, supple-
mentary instructional program is usually confined
to reading and/or mathematics. Regulations require
that the youngest students be served first, and

.many programs in secondary schools serve students

in the ninth and/or tenth grades only since serving
all eligible students in these grades frequently
exhausts the funds available to support the pro-
gram. '

Schools with Miller-Unruh Reading Specialists

Some schools with kindergarten through grade
six have a reading specialist supported by Miller-
Unruh Basic Reading Act funds. In schools that are
involved in comprehensive school-level planning
(and that receive funds from any of the other
funding sources), thé services of the reading
specialist must be included in the school’s instruc-
tional plan as part of the infegrated services that
are availaple to meet the needs of each student.

Miller-Unruh reading teachers work directly with
students with reading deficiencies, providing
remedial work and conducting other activities.
Miller-Unruh teachers typically give first priority to
first-grade stidents. Ttie reading specialist may also
work with classroom teachers as a resource person
to help them meet thé varied needs of students in
the area of reading. *No ,standard Miller-Unruh
program exists, rather, various patterns of services
are provided by Miller-Unruh teachers. Services,
whether in a school in which the Miller-Unruh
teacher is t'h.e only “extrd” or in a school in which

‘
- ¢ »
s
. .
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the ingrueiiona] p’rogr:md is supported by several

" “funding sources, are determined at the thoSl level.

e € ~

Summary R -

The five ‘consolidated applicatiyn funding
sources discussetl“in this report provide the neces-
sary supporf -fo implement schdol restructuring
through ECE and to providg to eligible students
services above'and beyond those available through
the regular instructional program.

School pgograngs‘develope‘d through thesé fund-

. ing sources are of two types. (1) those designed to

restructure . the total program in kindergarten
through grade three; and (2) those that provide

- services for students*with special educational needs.

_Restructuring e.ff%rts in ECE schools are charac-
terized by (1) SCh(?'O wide planning for the restruc-QL

e

turing the program in. kindergarten through
grad/thgr&ee to address the needs of all students in
these grades; and (2) planning for the use and
coordination of all available resources—basic aid,

" district support, and categorical resources within

the overall “umbrella® of the ECE restructuring
plan. .. X\ .
Services for students with special educational
needs are characterized by (1) targeting of services
only to identified, eligible students; and (2)
comptehensive planning} for - “over and above”
services to ensure that they address the individual
needs of each identified student.

It is alsb important to note here that since each
participating school and its students have.unique
characteristics, no single program or set of features .
characterizes a ‘model” program. -
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M Methodology, Procedures and Lamltatlons

Chapter ~ IV includes deqcnptlons of fhe ‘

ethods, procedures, and instrumentation used to
compile and analyze the data for this’ evaluatlon
report. The methods. described inélude ‘tHose that
were used to collect data to answel’ questions
about . program participation and-.expéenditures,
questions . related to the natl,‘xfe‘and the duality of
schoof programs and services; and questiens about
the achievement of students who received services.
The advantages and limitations of thg major data
sources and of the speual technical studies are
discussed. Also included is a description of the
methodologies used to select schools for the special
case studies.~ .

Information and Data Collection Procedures

In examining the effects of programs funded:
through the consolidated application funding

_ sourges, the Department considered .the following:

~‘. "

\“*}' u w3

A

X

® Enumeration data, including alloqation and

. expenditure information, describing the scope °

of' school programs supported thro&tgh ‘the
five funding sources - 4 -
_ @ Indicators of school program quality -
® Indicators of student achievement in reading
and mathematics
( ® Circumstances associated with increasing and
' decreasing reading scores_
, ® Examples of local evaluation efforts .

The reader should note that drawing inferences
from a review of a single type of data, such as
student aduevement data, would not provide for a
.*comprehensive look at the outcomes of ogramns.
This report is therefore based upon ries of
-dnalyses of 1nformatlon pertalnmg to the areas
described above.

The squrees of "data that' were nsed in_thev
evaluation of programs that received funds through

the cofsolidated application m:l,976-77 are listed -

in Chart IV-}. These data source are described in
terms of (1)ithe level of.the agency, that completed
the instrument, (") the instrument that was used to

’ . 4
¢

provided for under each fu

. thereby

15 21 -

{f .
ga,ther the data (3) the agency that completed the
instrument, and (4) the typgwof data ‘collected.
Many of the.dnstruments listed were also used far

.other putposes, such as detérm1n1ng participant

eligibility and planning at the scho@ dlstrn.t and
state levelstﬂ ., .

Enumeratlon Data on Participants . 7 -

All participating schools were asked to file an
end-of-year seport that included information about
the numbers of students whog received services

|§(1ng source, the
riumbers of volunteers, who wodrked in the pro-.
grams, and the numbers of personnel hired with
funds fchm the " various, funding sources. Self-
reported enumefation data were verified by data-
editing procedufes established by thé’ Department.

Allocation and Expenditure Data ’ /

. Information about the percents of expenditures
in the various budget categories, for each of the
five funding sources, was obtained by examining 4
sa“rgn}}e of preliminary district,financial reports.

ndicators of Program Quality

As described edrlier, a major goal’ of the ECE
restruct’urmg effort is to improye instrugtion and
increase’ sgudent achievement in basic
skills. In most cases such improvement requires
institutional changes ‘that a&fect the goals, roles,
and environment of parﬁulpatmg districts, schools,
staffs, and communities. The collective effects of .
institutional chapge are reflected in the quahty of
the Rrograms 1nap%hem$t;n‘g schools.

1976-77 the Department of Education ufed
two methods to exggine program quality. (1)
reyiews of school prﬁar’n plans; and (2) on=site
progfam quality reviews afld program cémpliance
reviews, N .

»

School Plan ReverS ) T Co. .

All schools that received funds through the
consolidated applleatxon wﬁgre‘requmed to engage in
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- g " CHARTIV-1 - Y R Coe
v - Data Sources Used in the Evalustion 6¥ECE, ESEA Title I, EDY, Bilingua), - _
‘ . Ec“wation, and Miller-Unruh Programs, 1976-77 s : -
: " & : — . : .
Level of educational * lnstrumngs)usegi to ‘Agency completﬁg N & o 4
‘ .~ agencies 9 _ gather data . ifStrument Types of datdcollected
Enumerqfx‘oq:datq} h . .
Elementary 3hd secondary Phase I, Consolidated +  |Schools Enumerfl.lion of pupils, program
schools with multiple , Evaluatioh Report * =~ N . persorzl el, and volunteers
funding - *.] (Form E-127P) .- : M T .

a

multiple funding g
» .

Student achie;}ement data <

S Elementary and secondary

“ schools with multiple -

’_Form J,lx;; ~‘\ p s»Districti)f;ﬁcer .

Districts receiving multiple Fon';'n A-1 27f) District offi
funding ) .
' Elementary and secondary Form A-127ES Schools
3 schools with multiple ) I . .
. funding Form A-1278ec * ° o
. * . N b' ‘.
Elementary schools with School-level plan c}itique IState D_cpariment of,

Selected elementary schools Progragh Quality Review State Department of
M.v e Instrument - > | Education »
] s t L School Level Program ¢
w Compliance Review
. N ' Instrument ,
L N . Distsict Level Program : N
. |~ Compliance Instrument I S
Selected sample of ECE  _ Special study - State Department of
schools with declining and - , ucation and SRI |
incréasing student International *
, achieyement \ . . -

Phase 1, Consolidated -
Evaluation Report

«

Education

Schools <

w

Parti pating schools

. SN
I .. - ' ¢ . f; -
trict-level allocation plans and
pplication for funding °

Schooldevel plans: needs assessment
Jfeport and description, objectives,
actiylties, évaluatiqn, dissemination
and budget T
Schooldw®el plan.specifications L
7 0

I M .
On-site r&ew and rating ofvprogram .
implementation °. ’

»

-

. J
School case studies and classroom
observations -

£ ,

- .
’ .
« o - s

Pupil achievernent on publishers’ .
.norm:referenced tests (pretest ,

w

Id

funding . (Form E-127P) ) v | i post-test) <. .
All elementary schools California ‘Assessment Schools Assessment of entry-level educational
T iProgram Entry Level Test o . 1 skills at the beginning of grade
;t (grade one) and Reégding . - one; reading skills at the end-of
§ Test (gradestwoanl |4 «, 7., grades two and three
s three) . i :
[ rY ~ * ’ ;’
) - -~ T
;! . : r
i s -~ e N N . . . D
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a systematig plannlng process for eagh of the
following program components:

° Language development
Reading

Mathematics
Multicpltural education
Staff devélopment:
Parent participation )
Parent éducation. .
Health/auxiliary Services

All elementary schools that received ECE, EDY
r bilingual education. funds pre-
pared and subm tted ‘compreliensive program plans
for 1976-77. For the majority of these schools, the
planning process was implemented as part of the
ECE restructuring efforts. Secondary schools that
received EDY, ESEA Title 1, and/or -bilingual
education funds conducted planning in much the
same manner as .the elementary schools; each
submitted a school program plan’

Schoel plans submitted to the Department of
Educatlon were reviewed by Department personnel
. of by trained readers from offices of county

_.supegintendents of schools or school district staffs.

_ receiving funds from more than one source and

Two types of plan reviews were returned-.to

- mentatidn,

17
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R \ |
Personpel from offices,of county superinttndents
of schools and school districts comprise ore
than a majority of the monltor and revigw ’eam
members. (N

Designing 1nstruments and procedures o jsSess
program quality both within and across sands
of schools statewide is difficult fask./The
development ‘of measuring struments/ f /these
purposes involves new assumptions and, (hods
When used within schools, the monito and revrew
process is intended to providesyStematic feedback
to a school about its program planning, imple-
and evaluation. This fee i

== and , review, and process and product evaluagion.

schools: (1)-a compliance review, in which were -
indicated the areas in which thé school plan was«

out of coffpliance with regulations; and (2) a
quality critique, in which possible weaknesses in
the. program design were indicated. In prevrous
years quantiftable ratings were part of the quality
critique,- but those ratings were discontinued, in
1976-77 in an effort to reduce- the paperwork
burden on the schools.

On-ite compliauce reviews and quality reviews
of eleméntary school programs. Monitor and
review visits were conducted to review school-level
program compliance and to assess the quality of
pregtam implementation. Monitor and review
teams of at least two persons visited schools during
the period from October 1, 19%6, to May 4, 1977.
The teams spent twg days in each school T.hat was

that pad an average daily attendance {a.d.a.) over-
175 and two days in each school that was reeewﬁ
ly ECE funds and that had an a.d.a. oveg 250.
Visits to other sthools were for one day only.
Monitor and review teams consisted of either a
Department. of Education ‘employee or other
exPerienced individual, #ho acted as the lead
person, and a second team member, who was either
an employee of'the Department or other individual

«

experiericed in the monityud review procedure.

. -

w

S

2‘3

J

Conipliance Review Instrumen
Quality Review Instrument. The compliance instyu-,

Across schools the monifor and review! proc
designed to prgvrde information regarding the
quality of various aspects of school programs.

The two instruments used during the moniter
and review visits were thesSchool Level Program
nd tRe Program

N

/

ment was used at each school visited to determine _

areas in which a school’s program was out of
compliance wuh regulations. No overall data were
compiled* across schools on the extent of compll-
ance. Thus, the findings from compllance reviews
consist of the number of schools that recelved such
reviews.

The Program  Quality Review Instrument was
redesigned* for 1976-77. It .included 49 items
related "to a school’s funded program. The items
were organized into three caegories: (1) develop-
ment and use of*the school’s program plan; (2)
ptogram implementation, and (3) ongomg program
development. Forty-ﬁve of the items \vere appli-
cable to progra®s in non-ECE grades and schools

not receiving ECE funding. The rating spale on the

quality instrument ranged from 0 (no eyigence) to,
5 (excellent). The ratings were averag& across
schools to obtain_the information on .‘Wthh the
findings jg Chapter V were based. Copies of both
the Schoo® Level Program Compliance Review
Instrument and the Prbgram WQualit Review
Instrument are included in Appendix B.

Factor analyses were performed on tl-*e 1976-77 "
Prbgram Qua*y Review Instrument ¥nformation
to enhance undem@andmg of the qt alities it
appeared to feasure. For grades with ECE fund-

_ing, the strongest faCtor appeared to be an instruc-

tional factor pertaining to the development of the
plan diagnosis and prescription in language devel-
opment reading and mathematics, continuous prog-

- |
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ress in' mathematics, balanced curriculum, and
imgrovement of the learning environment.

e same type of factor analysis was performed
on the items for grades without ECE funding.The
.strongest factor was an mstructlonal/partncnpe);on
factor that included the relationship of the
scription to the dlagnosw in mathematics, pro-
wdmg for students’ individual needs through a

variety of methods and materials, parent participa-

tion, parent educa-tlon staff development for
teachers, aiges prmupal and support staff, and
ongoing planffing in the area of the evaluation of
information about the program.

" The ‘factor analyses of the Program Quallty
Review Instrument information for both groups
indicated that the instructional items-\diagnosis,
prescription, materials, and continuous progress—
continued to be the heart of the Program Quality
Review Instrument. Support factors, such as staff
development, health/auxiliary_services, and parent
_ participation, were a second focus, and the needs
. of limjted- and non gnghsh-speakmg students were
a ‘thirdgitea ‘of emphasis,

Secondary school on-site reviews. Secondary
school programs were reviewed only for compll-
ance with regulations. The data from the reviews
.consist of the number of schools that were
reviewed.

Evaluation of the Monitor and Review Process

The Department of Education conducted an
evaluation of the gonitor and Ieview process at
both the elementary and secondary school levels.
Questionnaires were sent to each schoolsvisited in
1976-77. A total of 657 questionnaires (53

cent) were returned by the elementary schools. A'

copy of the questionnaire and data obtained from
it are included in.Appendix C. The responses were
- generally favorable. Secondary schools Jeturned
956 questionnaires. In general, the process ‘was
rated as satisfactory in the secondary schools
Elementary schools returned one survey form per
school that represented a consensus of viewpOints;
responses from. individuals were returned from

secondary schools, which accounts for the fact that -

the number of secondary schovl forms returned
was larger than the number of schools visited. The
survey form sent fo elementary schools included an
opportunity for schools to write “recommenda-
-~ tions.” The most frequent recommendatlons made
take a longer time in schools/classrooms (20
percent); and (2) simplify the Program Quality
Review Instrument (15 percent). A group of state

- . ¢

» -

: about the monitor and review” process* were . (1)-

— .
{ o ?
and district personnel has revised the process for
the 1977- 78 school year.

Advantages and Lxmntatxons of the Monitor .
and Review Process

Both the‘advantages and the limitations of the
monitor and review process stem in part from the
several purposes that the process is designed to
serve. The-ddvantages of the on-site rgview process
in periding feedback to schools about the
strengths and weaknesses of their programs include
the oppoftunity, for persons from outside the
school or districf to provide a different perspective
of the program. Another strength of the process is
that it provides a relatlvely straightforward evalua-
tion frameworxk that, in fact, can be \utilized by the
school itself agd can be adjusted, if necessary, to
meet the iI‘Z‘Mtlcular conditions at a school. The
on-site rev process is clearly superior to gues-

" tionnaires, surveys, or other documents for gather-
ing information about program quality within and
across schools. ever, the very strengths _of the
process—the direct people-to-people involvement— .
limit to some extent the inferences that can be
drawn from the data obtained. One should use
caution i interpteting the data:across schools. |

One_limitation of ratings of program quality
obtained through the Program :Quality Review
Instrument is-the interrater reliability of such data.
Although every effort is made to ensure that two
teams applying the instrument at different times at
different schools are using the same standards or
criteria when assigning numerical ratings, one
cannot be sure that differences in ratings among
schools are not a function of differing rater
perceptlons and standards rather thah actual dijf-
ferences in program quality. The results of a study
of interteam rellablllty conducted in 1975-76 and
reported in Evalualion Report of ECE, ESEA Title
I, and EDY, -76, indicated that two ‘feams
visiting” the same school at the same time te dto
give very similar ratings to the school’s program.

A second limitation-of the monitor and review
data is that no longitudinal comparison of program
quality is possible. Both the Program Quality
Review ‘Instrument and the populations of ‘the
schools fated have changed from year to year,
making it difficult to determine whether school
program quality changes as a function of time or
other circumstances.

A third limitation stems from the populatlon of
schools that receive monitor and review visits gach
year. The schools selected for visits are, either new
to the program or are those that were ranked low

24
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1n overall program quality the-previous year. Thus,
the group reviewed could not be considered repre-

sentatfve of, all schools participating in the pro-

grams, and the ratings of these “net%w” and “low”

schools are not representative of the quality of

programs across partlelpgtlng schools.

-

. Indicators of-Student Achievement

Student achievement data were derived from
two sources. (1) California Assessment Program
tests, and (Z) publishers’ nornj-réferenced tests.

California Assessment Pr‘ogram Da

Attention has shifted in the consolidated evalua-
tion réport to utihization of California Assessment
Program. schoolwide achievement scores. Two
major advantages of these scores over the school-
reported publishers’ nolm-referenced test scores
are that (1) they are based on uniform tests
administered throughout the state (the Entry Level

Test for all grade one students and the Reading’
Test fot all students in grades two and three), and.

(2) they are given only at the time of the year for

whuh empirical norms are available. On the other . '

hand, two disadvantages of the California Assess-
ment Program tests are that (1) they are designed
to yield only state-, district-, and school-level
reading data and are not ylesigned to provide data
on subgroups of students within schools, and (2)
the second and third grade test does not cover
mathematics achievement.

Vanous “analyses were conducted on the basis of
data provided by the California Assessment Pro-
gram. Analyses of trends in reading scores ;n/d'an
examination of the relationship@between r€ading
achievement and socioeconomjg and demographlc
variables were conducted.for ECE schools and for a
matchéd group of non-ECE schools. This longitudi-
nal analysis of reading achievement performance of
students in ECE sghools was based on data
obtdined by complex statistical analyses (multifile
regression) of the performance of students in all
elementary schools in California. The school served
as the unit of analysis, and the regressfon'variables
included grade one Entry Leve’)’z:est scores from
the California Assessment Progra c
index, percent of bilingual students, and student
mobility rate from the California Assessment Pro-
gram survey, Ag a result of the analyses, it was
possible to obs} erve changes in reading test scores
among ECE schools relative to changes in $tudent
populatlons and length of ECE partlcmhtlon Cali-

.\

, socioeconomic "

" schools to “choose,

19

fornia Assessment Program scores are for use in
only grades two,.three,six, and twelve.

¢

Publishers’ Norm-Referenced Test Data g

Student achievement data from publlshers
norm-referenced tests were reported to the Debart-
ment by. districts. These tests measure a broad
spectrum of skills within identified areas, such as
reading or mathematics, but they are relatively
msensmve to specific 1nstfhetlonal program objec-
tives. \They are designed to reflect the achievement
gains of “individual students pared to a large
population of. studgnts, but y are not specifi-
cally geared to the specmf)\eeds of students in an
target group. Consequently, the use of ;uch tests
tends to result in underestimates of the gains'made
by. the student toward program objectives. The
prgblem of ring and comparing the progress
of schools— with its own unique ge
objectives—was alleviated only pa ‘S/ by allp ing

»

for use in théyevaluation, a’
particular norm-referenced test from aplist of
commercially developed standardized achievement
tests. .

Vlrtually all part1c1pat¢ng schools were required

‘to admirfstes publishers’ gorm-referenced tests in
_ reading and mathematics on

“students in October
and post-tested them the following May; some
schools teste-§i n an annual basis (May/May). The
achievement
frequency of use, in Appendix D. The. frequeficy
distribution of glapsed time between prefesting and
post-testing for schobls is shqwn in Appdndix E.
Publishers’ natiofial norms for achievement test
scoreg represent the achievement levels of typical
stud nts in the nation. A comparison of participat-
ing students’ scores with publishers’ natlon?Lnorms

basis. Most schools pretéSte

is useful in that it indicates how panticipating -

students are scoring relafive to 4 national sample of
students at the samqe grade level. ’

While test scores have often been expressed in
grade equivalents, many technical shorttomings
exist in the use of this particular type of derived
score, ! Given these shortcomings, the Department
has analyzed student achievement using standard
scores based on a national mean score of 50 and a
standard deviaglion of 10. These standard scores

A technical discussiongf the shortcomings of grade equivalent
scores can be found 1n D. Horst, G, K. Tallmadge, and C. Wood,
Measuring Achievement Gains in Educational Projects (RMC Report
UR-243). Los Altos, Calif.. RMC Corporation, October, 1974, pp.
8-10. &

pietest and post-test

ts that were used are lisfed, by,

§
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were computed, front- mean Tiw scofes whenmtricts to address unique district and school
* concerns; and (2) they are the only achievement

in-level testing 'was conducted and-from mean scale
scores when out-of-level testing was .used.” The
standagd scores were computed s follows:
‘ Vs ‘(x-'x)lg“

=50+ .

— T %0 SD -
where' T = standard score
X =school méan score

X*% publisher’s mean scose
SD = publisher’s standar

Conversion of thg data to Atandard 'scor3

.
s ’

\

viation ‘?,

facilitated igerpretation of tht fi dings in relatio

to national¥norms. Assume, for example, ,th

students had an average pretest standard sc_ox%,o?
48 and an average"pgs&test@andard score of 48..
The $tudents would have maintained their same
position relative to the" national norm group. In .

other words, the¢ students would have made th
same gain that the norm group made. To the

" eXtent that the posi-test score was greater than the

pretest score, the students.could be considered to
have gained more than the norm group. A

-~ , In the computation of achievement’gains, scores

were used for only’those studentsfor whom both

pretest and post:test scores were available. Test X
~ information that-was either incomplet¢ or base

‘procedural irregularities was not used in developing
statewide' averages. Examples of incomplete data
and irregular procedures inclufled instances in
which (1) either pretest or post-test information
was omitted; (2) test results were combined for

inter

[

scoreseavailable to assess the progress of students in
grades not tested by the California Assessment
Program. The important disadvantages of school-
reported,, publishers’ norm-referenced test scords
are that (1) major differences exist among the

* available standardized tests in térms of what they -
- measure and how they describe the progress of .

students from grade to grade;and (2) many of
these, tests” have norms that may, because of the
estimation procedure ‘used in the calculftion of the .

— norms throughout the school year, present an

overly optimistic picture of participating students’
Vprogres%elative to that of thq -nationaj norms.
- Despitefhese technical Hisadvantiges; publishers’.
norm-referenced test scores ﬁe particularly®impor-
tant for ditrict- ahd school-léVel evaluations and
do provide useful information at the state level
about Qle progress of students:

_The ‘most accurate guorm scores, for publishers’
r normger%;ests re those for. the time of the
Mic

yedr 3i¥fring the publisher’s original 'norming

* stud¥ was fhade, The norm Scores for other times

dyting a ear; are—actually estimates obtained by
intérpolgting across grade levels. In most cases-the
ated’ norms are undyestimates \of the
sfident ievement between the

| and spring of®a year. a consequence of this
inaccuracy, there js a tendehicy for students taking
the publishers’ norm-refepenced tests to appear to

several grade levels; (3) ‘teé; seores Wwere=wgot g be grogressing faster‘th_an,;he norm group between

reported in terms OF either raw scores or scale*’
Scores; (4) tests without national norms were used,

(5) the elapsed time betweer® the .

post-test was less than Jftve months /(6) no test
results were reported; and (7)

students who weke not receiv Ivices provided
for by consolidated application funds were used in

determining the Jmean rdv score. ’
~— .,

Advantages and Limifations of Student Achieveme 't

Data Sources «

Certain technical limitations gre «,ongon to the
data sources /employed in the anllyses of student
~Achievement gains.. These include the use of*tests
not specific to program goals, the unavailability of
test data from program participants only¢problerms
in interpretation as a réult of*estimated rather
than empirical norms, and the inappropriateness of
certain evaluation designs. -

The major_advaritages of ,school-reported pdb-
lishers’ norm-referenced test scores are that (1)«

they are based on .tests that were «£hosen by

a

the Tall and spring. Unfortungtely, no fully satisfac-
tory methgd exists for adjusting the publishers’
- norm-referpriced test’ to allow for this influence.? -
The detéfmination of the mean weighted average
standard sceres for alt participating students at

» each grade level required that certain conditions be

imposed. First, matchéd scores were omitted for

s {liose students for whom the Mterval betweén the

retest amd the post-test.was lelss than five months.
his practice resulted in the elimination of data for
“percent of those students Por whom pretest and
post-test spores were available, The |\§nmaining data
were aggregated regardless of testing tnterval.
JAn andlysis was made<of test score differences
associated with annual testing (usually May to
"May)Y'and within-year ‘testing (usually October to
May). For a majosity (66 percent) of the students,
for whom test scores were reported, thé interval

4

. 2A techmeal discussion of interpolated norms can be found 1n D.
Horst, G K. Tallmalige, and C. Wood, Measuring Achievement Gans
in Educational Projects (RMC Report UR-243), Los Altos, Calif.:
RMC Corpyration, Octobet, 1974, * .

.
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. Between *pretesting andspost-testing was from 6.5

to 8.5 months (within-year testing). For 24 percent
the interval was between 11.0 and 12.5 months
(annual testing). Figure IV-1 shows the differences,
oot adjusted for unequal pretest means, in average
standardized gain scores, by testing interval, for
, fluent-English-speaking students. -Aithough they
were consistent with the overall results the data
for grade one were omitted becausg not all schools
that yere testing op an annual basis pretested grade
one Jstudents .at the end of kindergarten. In
addition, the mereasmgl.y smaller number of

i schools testlng students in grades seven through

o annually than- for those. te

twelve within the speCIﬁEd tesung intervals sug-
gests that one should exerciss caution in inter-
preting differences. The general; fmdlng of greater

gain scores for stidents tested within the school -

year’ than for those t&s\ted annually
with other findings fhat suggest i

j eons1stent
fl
estimates for this grdup of students. . .

ated gam

The- data jn Figure [V-1 show that at all grade .

levels, fluent English-speaking students who were
tested within the school ‘year, mayfe gains anq],that
the greatest average standatd scbre gairt (4 1) was,
in grade-three. The annual results. indicdte overall
average declines in grades four, seven, and nine and
gains at the other grade levels.-Only in grade eight
was more growth -fioted for students tested
within the school
.year. No plausible explana ion can be offered for
.this occurrence. Neither is any explanation offered
for the
galn scofes ffom annual testmg than of those from
within-year tésting. Heretofore, the annual testing
pattern had been thought to,yield-a stable measure
of growth in dchievement, :

A pnnupa} questlon in lnterpretlng the achieve-

ment of pattitipating student$ is: How well did
students. perform compared to how they would
have rformed had they not participated 1n
multiple-funded school programs? This question
cannot be answer%d d;rectly because districts,

gra;ter ﬂuctuatlon .across grade levels of )

“schools
in EL

nd students are selected for partbcrpatlon
, ESEA Title J, EDY, bilingual education,

and Miller-Un

programs ,in accbrdance with

prescribe
selection
differ
the crit
. terms of
ground

eligibility cnteria. The effect of these
procedures is that participating students
1 nonparticipants ‘not only in terms of
a for eljgibility that.they meet but also in
ther_variables related to school back-
hd sthdent population characteristics.

Consequently, eyaluators have develqped tech-
niquessthat provide indirect eyidence from which

inferences can be madg about program effects. In

(3

o
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" this evaluation report inferences have been made
on the basis of two types of comparisons. (1) those
between program participants and publishers’
national norm groups, and (2) those among ECE
schools and between ECE .schools and non-ECE
schools .on the basis of Cahfomla Assessment
Program data. )

The use of the same student achievement data
for selection of participants and for assessment of
student growth diftorts the interpretation of stu-
dent outcome data for two reasons. First, a
phenomenon of statistical variation int test scores
occurs when the same test is used to test the same
students more than once. Second, those circum-
stances related to the selection of particular stu-
dent partlupants may not bé the circumstances
addressed in the program, that is, student -test
performanee may be a function of vanables other
than 'those addressed in the program. These latter,
variablés may continue to affect students during
their participation in the, funded programs.

e procedures for allacating Title I and EDY
funds Yo schools are different, but in the allocation
of both types of funds, the same schools often are
identified as eligible for funding. Schools may be

“eligible ‘for Tltle.I' funds on the basis of the poverty
of students’ famlhes and for EDY funds on the
basis of low student achievement. When a district is
distributing Title I’ and EDY funds, the decision as
to which school receives which funds is often
arbitrary. Thus, students in schools reeemng only
Tltlé*I\ funds are likely to be quite similar to those

schools 'réceiving only EDY funds. \

ile fairly accurate generalizations can be.
made .about funding patterns in schools within a
Single® district, direct compariRons of funding
patterns in schools from different districty are
unjustlﬁed because of the nature of the selection
process in each district. The school with the lowest
achievement in one district may actually perform
at a much higher evel than the school with the’

. lowest achievement in another district with differ-

ent population characteristics. Nevertheless, when
reading the section on school program charac-
teristics and interpreting the findings in Chapter V,
the reader should keep in mind those differences in
school characteristics that are a function of fund-
ing source eligibility -

A significant limitation of this and other efforts
to utilize achievement measures in the evaluation
of program outcomes is that achievement data are
a single and.sometimes crude estimate of educa-
tional effect. Student achievement data represent
academic outcomes only and leave unmeasured
. [ 3
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\éional programs in.California are not feasible *

Q

other important educational outcomia, such as
improvement 1n self-concept and personal and
social growth. .

In addition to the weakness of using a single
indicator of educational outcomes, another mus-
take that™s frequently made is the attribution of
single effect outcomes, such as achievement gains,

%nxcular *‘causes,” such as program participa-
t

The nappropriateness qf estab\{'fst’li‘ng cause-
effect relationships is a senous limitation on the
interpretation of all student achievement data in
this report.

In 1976, the State Board of Education asked the
ucational Management and Evaluation Commus-

“ sion Evaluation Committee for counsel regarding

the appropsiateness of .cross-program comparisons
in educational evaluation. such as might be con-
ducted 1f one were attempting to examine the
relative ments of EDY programs versus bilingual
education programs. versus ECE. for example Fivg_
recognized evaluation experts were invited to
prepare wntten cormments on the issue

The Commussion considered the following major
points. (1) A distinction is made between funding
sources and programs. Funding sources in and of
themselves do not define e tional treatments
and. consequently. do not.hdve direct impact on
children. The result is that when attempts are made
to evaluate a particular educational program, 1t is
impossible to relate the characteristics of the
program to the specifications of the funding
source. (2) The overlap and ‘*interaction” of.
fund}ng sources at many schools make it impos-
sible to determine the effects of the particular
sources. Funds are accounted for separately. but
services are commingle®y thereby . making it impos-
sible to determine the g pact of specific funding
sources. {3) The dissinﬂz;ity Qf the student popu-
lations receiving services makes meaningful cross-
program comparisons impossible. The commission
subsequently submitted to the State Board a
majority report in which the authors concluded
¢hat under current circumstances. meaningful
cross-program comparisons of the majof educa-

Studies of the Relationship Between Monitor and
Review and California Assessment Program Data

The purpose of this section is to examine the
relationships between the ratings that schools

3"Cons1dcrmg the Possibility of Meanmgful Cross-Program Com-
pansons.” A posiion statement prepared by the Educational
Management and Evatuation Commussion Evaluation Commuttes and
submutted to the State Board of Education on November 11?9 6

-

577208

ERIC . .

T -

’ »
received on the Pragram Quality Review Instru-
ment and the data obtained through the California
Assessment Program. The limitations of each type
of. data must be considered, and the relation3hips
or lack thereof between the data must be inter-
preted with great cautidn.

When California Assessment Program scores are
used for program evaluation, the cntenon used 1s
the standardized, residual scoreb (the difference
betweeh actual and predicted scores) based on
grade three results on the 1976 Reading Test.
School background factors are consrdered in the
determination of these scores, and the scores are
scaled so that a school’s score ¢average score .of the
pupils in the school) can be compared with those
of similar schools. One of these background
factors, sotioeconomic index, has a modest associ-
ation (r = 0.23) with the Program Quality Review
Instrument score. This may be a reflection of the
ability  of schgols with high socioeconomic ndex
ratings to provide better, programs. No relatioge
ship 1s noted between Califormia Assessment Pro-
gram residual scores and the socioeconomic index.
This 1s expected because the socioeconomic index
was one of the balkground “factors used in the
score scaling. .

As a follow-up to the 1975-76 correlation study
between the Program Quality Review Instrument
ratings and Califormia Assessment Program scores, -
Pearson product moment Correlations were deter-
muned between“®he actual, predicted. and residual
réading scores from the Catifornia Assessment
Program and 1tems on the Program Quality Review
Instrument. The Program Quality Review Instru-
meni was analy zed by subsections to determine the
relationship among reading achxeverqeni, the
instructional factor on the instrument: and the
four 1tems that dealt specifically with aspects of
the reading program. Table IV-1 shows the correla-
ttons for ECE schools, i

In ECE schools almost no relationship was noted
between the Calformia Assessment Program.-data
and the Program Qualty Review Instrument data.
Even when specific reading items from the Program
Quality Review Instrument were correlated with
reading achievement, the relationship was still
weak, ranging from 0.02 t0 0.12. -

The fact that monitor and review scores have no
correlation Wwith test scores does not imply that if
one is a measure of program quality, then the other
is not. If two variables measure different aspects of
a third variable,, then'the first two may have no
correlation with each other but may have a
significant correlation with the third vanable. In

29
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; TABLE IV-1 ’ N

Correlatlons Between California Assessment Prograin (CAP) Third Grade Reading Scores
. and Program Quahty Review Instrument (PQRI) Ratmgs for ECE Schools,

1976-77
CAP actual CAP predicted Residual score Total score,

score . score (CAP) PQRI

Total score, PQRI ~0.04 -0.01 005 +1.00
Instructional factor, PQRI ~0.06 ~0.04 005 +0.90
lsbe ’ntiﬁus instructional factt;.r +0.07. . +0.05, - +003° -0.43

N PQRI reading comgenen't’ s :\ : ) -
Diagnostic assessment +0.10 +0.10 +0.02 +0.66

‘ Relationship to diagnosis, T : +0.11 +0.07. w008 | 4052
Learning styles .15 +6.12 +0.09 +0.72
Continuous progress +0 12 +0. 12 +0.04 +0.28

*PQRI reading component refers to items 1, 2 3, and 4 of pages 3and 4 of the Progxam Quahty Review Instrument.

.

»

-

this case, the Department is trying to assess'
“program quality  Thus, although monitor and
review scores and Readzng Test scores are measures
of two entirely different aspects of program
quality, the use of a combined measure of both
monitor and review scores and Reading Test scores |

Y

to describe program quality i 1s appropnate , c

Special Studies )
Each year the Department of Education .under-

takes special studies in response to program or
funding questions raised in previous evaluation

activities. In the 1975-76 consolidated evaluation °

rgport, a decline was noted in student achievement
residual .scores among schools in the lowest 20

percent of the distribution of scores on the *

California Assessment Program Entry Level Test.*

A special case study was designed to investigate -

the unique relationships between student achieve- .
ment and certain school characteristics at 16 ECE"
schools selected from this group. This study was a -
cooperative effort by Department staff from the |
Office of Program Evaluation and Research and
from Elementary Education Program Management..

- /\V

A rendual'score is the differénce bctwce;1 a predicted score and
an actual score,

3

Half of the schools had made gains in grade three
reading achievement in the preceding two to three
years, and half had experienced declines.

Case studies were prepared for each of the 16
schools by pairs of observers who spent four days
observing in classrooms, interviewing school per-
sonnel, and reviewing documents in each school.
The focus of the observers’ visit was the ‘“‘recon-
struction” of events. that could be related to.
changes in pupil achievement. The teams attempted
to develop for each school the most plausible
explanation for the changes in student achievement.

A companion.study was conducted under con- -
tract to the Department by SRI International,
Menlo Park, to identify classroom processes related
to changmg test scores among schools in the lowest
20 percent on the Entry Level Test. Trained
observers recorded observations about materials,
activities, the organizatiori of groups, the number
of teachers and aides involved in the instructional
process, instructional strategies, and, the behavior
— patterns in 45 classrooms i 14 schools. Half of the
schools in the study were also included in the
special case studies conducted by the Department
of Education.
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The Tindings reported in this chapter provide the
basis for inferences about the extent of participa«
tion in funded programs, the allocations and
in the funded programs, the quality
of programs gnd services, and the achievement of
students who recelved services through the various
funding sources. Additional findings relevant to
early ‘c
findings that are characteristic of local evaluatjon

. efforts are repor'ted in chapters VI and AVII,
" respectively. ’ .

The findings reported below include enumera-
tion data on program participants, a comparison of
background characteristics of participating and
nonparticipating students, indicators of program
quality, and student achievement data. Student
achievement results are presented first for analyses
based on California Assessment Program data and
then for analyses based on publishers’ norm-
referenced test data. Information about schools
engaged in restructuring (ECE schools), schools
that addressed the special needs of identified
students, and schoo}s thar received funds from
multiple sources is included.

- Enumeration Data on Partfcipants

Enumeration data on students, parents, volun-
teers, school and district participants, and program
expenditures -are reporjed in this section. These
‘data have been aggregated for all schools funded
through the consolidated application. Student

. participation data are also reported on the basis of

funding source.

* Student Participants

\

As shown' in Figure V-1, a total of 1,133,729

students in kmdergarten through grade twelve |
_participated in school programs supported by ECE,,
ESEA Title I, EDY, bilingual education, and/or
Mﬂler—Unruh funds. This figure represents a 21
percent mcrease in student partmpants since
1975-76 and a 41 percent increase since 1974-75.
Almost all of the increase in participation is

— : , A

dhood education schools and selected .
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V. Findings'

"accounted for by the expansion of ECE in which

the percent of K-3 students ﬁart1c1patmg’ more
than doubled from 1974-75 to 1976-77. Partici-
pating students represented 27 percent of the total
kindergarten through grade twelv
California public schools. Of .thoe students who
were program part1c1pants approximately 72 per-
cent were enrolled in kindergarten through grade
three, 20 percent were enrolled in grades four
through six, and 8 percent were enrolled in grades_
seven through twelve. Of the program participants
13 percent were limited- or non-English-speaking
students.” The number and percent of program
participants who were limited- or non-English
speaking and the total number of participants for
each funded program are displayed in Figure V-2.
Spanish was reported as the primary language of
15 percent of all student participants. Chinese,
Pilipino, and Native American were reported as the
primary language of 0.5, 0.4, and 0.3 percent, <
respectively. English was reported as the primary
language of 82 percent of the student participants.
Eleven other languages were represented by the
remaining 1.8 percent of the student participants.

+ During 1976-77 approximately 1,070,000 stu-

dents participated jin the reading components, and
1,066,000 students participated in multicultural
education components. The language development
and mathematics components served 1,043,000
and 1,039,000 participants, respectively. Health
and auxiliary services were provided for 982,200
students.. Optional components, such as psycho-
motor development, music éducation, art educa-
tion, and career development, were provided for.
381 750 st,udents These numbers are duplicated

counts; that is, participants in more than one

program cofmponent were coulrted 1n‘ each
component. oo
School and District Participants .

In addition to participating in instructional
activities; * school and district personne} partic-
ipated extensively in staff development activities.‘j

‘1 N - . “ :
- S

enrollment in _
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Fig. V-1. Number of students enrolled statewide and number of student participants in programs supported by ~ .

consolidated funding, by grade level, 1976-71




* Numbers of participants, in thousands
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. ¢ .
NOTE. These numbers represent duplicated counts. A student who received services provided for b‘y:ECE .
funds and by EDY funds, for examgle, would be counted for both funding source combinations.

+ Fig. V2. Numbers of limited- and non-English-speaking students participating in ECE, EDY, ESEA Title I,
. bilingual education, and Miller-Unruh programs and percent each group was of the total program -
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" Through the consolidated funding sources, a total -

of 100,100 personnel received some staff develop-
ment training. The previous year 87,530 indivi-

+ duals were reported as having recerved staff devel-
opment training.

D |

-"Bhe parficipation of both parents and volunteers
varied from month to month. During the sixth
month of instruction, schools reported that
432,200 parents were involved in the parent
participation and community ,involvement com-
ponents. Parent .’education was provided for
292,700 adults, and 193, 900 adults participated in

Parent Participants

the health and auxiliary services cor?pon Total :

counts were all duplicated counts. ,' . e
LN . ‘ enrollment 13.8

Volunteer Participants * . )

During the sixth mo finsttuction, a total of
about 137,70 It volunteers contributed
1,327,900 hours of assistance to the school pro-
grams. For the same period 90,300 cross-age
volunteers assisted “for 1,063,000 hours. Thus, a
total of about 228,000 tolunteers worked in the
schools in 1976-77, as compared to a total of
81,000 volunteers in 1975 -76.

Student Participants, by Fundmg Source

The following sections contain data on student
participants, by funding source.

ECE participants.” A total of 2,455 schools in
829 districts received ECE funds in 1976-77. These
schools reported 656,500 student participants in
ECE, compared to 426,700 in 1975-76. Of the
participants 163,350 were
173,700 were in grade one, 164,000 were in grade

+two, and 155,400 were in grade three. During the
years 1973-74 through 1976-77, the percent of
kindergarten through grade three students state-
wide who participated-in ECE increased steadily.

Table V-1 shows the percents of students in these K
grades statewide who participated in school pro-

grams funded by- ECE for the past four years.

EDY participants. During the 1976-77 school
"~ year, 432,000 students, ftom preschgol through
grad¢ twelve, participated in programs funded by
EDY .or by EDY in combination with other
funding sources. Approxrmately 400,700 students
participated in such programs in 1975-76. Of all
students served, 53 percent were enrolled in
Kindergarten through grade thrge, 33 percent were
enrolled in grades four through siX, and 14 percent
were enrolled in grades seve ough twelve. The
number of EDY participarits, by grade level, is
shown.in Appendix F.

in kindergarten, -

~—
TABLE V-1
Percent of Students Statewide Participating in ECE
Programs, 197374 Through 1976.77 - g
Percent of ECE enroliment; s
by school year W_\
Grade level 1973.74 1974-75‘ 31975-.76 1976-77 \ R
Kindergarten 17.2 ) 25.3 344 52.9
One . | 166 | 255 | 339 519
Two 114 239 33.6- ¢ 51.7
Three 99 .|" 231 33.6 51.6
24.5 "34.0 52.0
- v A

SEA Tige I particz'pan}s. During the'1976-77

“school year, 529,400 students from Ppreschool
- thfough grade twelve participated in ESEA Title I

pragrams. During the previous year 529,800 stu-

. den¥s participated in such programs. Of the total

number of students who rece’lved services, 5 15,400 )
were enrolled in’ public schools. Detarled enroli-
ment data are presented in Apperfdlx G. Consistent."
with state regulations, the test concentration
of participants was in the prim grades, where 55
percent of the participants wére served in kinder-
garten through grade th }ee Table V-2 shows the .
ercents, by grade level? of students in California

ho received ESEA Title I services from 1957-68
through 1976-77.

Participation data on special compensatory edu-
cation programs funded‘under ESEA Title I, such .
as programs for handicapped students and for
neglected and delinquent youth, are provided
elsewhere in this chapter along with findings about,

"those programs.

Bilingual’ education participants. The total
number of students who participated in state
bilingual education programs funded through the
consolidated applicatiori ;was 46,000. The figure
for 19’15—16_%493000 Of the students who- -
participated in bilingual educatio programs, 60 . |
percent were classified as limited-English speakmg -
or non-English speaking.! The number of parti-
cipants, by grade level and by level of English .,
fluency, is shown in Table V-3. - ’

Miller-Unruh, participants. Participation figures
for. Mrller-Unruh were estimates derived from

lStudents were classified as Timited- or non-English speaking on
the basis of district language Suency surveys conducted in the fall of ‘.

- 1976.
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'. - ~ TABLE V-2, - -
Percent of Students Receiving ESEA Title I Services in Cahférma by Grade Level 7, \ .
*Y . Groups,1967-68 Thiough 1976.77 L .
* : e . Y == N “
Percent of total ESEA Titﬁ; I enrollment, by school year ..
‘ Grade level | 1967-68 [1968-69 | 1969-70 [1970-71 | 1971-72 | 1972-73 11973-74 | 1974-75 197376 [\976-77%.
Kindergarten X i ' ' ' ’ '
. ~ through grade . . :
v three 404 | 41.8 | 504 | 52.1 | 519.) 540 | 565 | 54.3 53.4'& 54.6 .
. & - -
-~ . Grades four ' 5l * . .
. , _through six 228 | 237 | 330 347 | 355 | 303 | 340 | 338 | 326 \
_ , . Grades seven : N T - ~
N a / through nine 1. 199 | 20.7 8.9 .82 6% 8.4 83 9.4 9.5 ,
8 , T Gfaﬁ(es ten ’ 7 o ) B -O .
through twelve| 124 | 109 4.0 36 | 33 2.7 3.7 2.6 29 2.8
’ 4 - ~ . B * ) - . .’
.. *  NOTE: Figure for participants in preschool and ungraded progsams are not mcluded in thxs table; thcxefore the values in
) ) e columns do not, total 100 percent. g
y - . A v, ‘
) TABLE V3 . : N
P Txmber of Students, by Grade and Language Facility, - e T .
I S : o in State Bilingual Education Programs, 1976-77% - . .
. , ﬂ' . N . . Grade‘ v . .
- Lapguage facility - K 1 7 2 *3 4 | 5 | 6 7 |- 8 9 |10 11 12 | ‘Total
“Non-English speaking 3799 [ 2068 | 924 | 752 | 372 | 305]-237 | s90 | 401 | sil| 248 | 131 | 66 |10413
A /
s ‘ . B Ve
< Limited-English’spe 2,480 | 3,372 12,710 | 2,013 | 1,165 | 1,066 871 968 868 944 617 | 440 237 | 17,801
. 3 ' 3 0 . = N + ' e
. Qther - ‘ 3,594 | 3,218 12803 2,628 | 1,488 W 391 | 1,000 | * 407 344 352 208 | I35 194 | 17851
Total ~ 0873 | 8,656 [6437 | 5,33°| 3,005 | 2762 | 2208 | 1985 | 1,613 | 1,857 | 1073 | 706 | 497 | 46065 ‘
vy - ' — .
.. . ) ’ o
2 Q mn et
[ . at
S ;. / - -
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reported participation. The estimated number of
students served was 135,60, compared to an

. estimated 154,000 students in 1975-76. New legis-

-~

~some of the

lation in 1976-77 permitted students in grades four
through six to receive services. About 0.3 percent
of the students who received Miller-Unruh services
were: in grades four through six,

Special Analysis of Background Characteristics
* of Student Participants

A sample of California Assessment Program
pupil information sheets was examined to deter-
mine the background characteristics of Students
who participated in programs that received EQE,
EDY, ESEA Title I, bilingual education, and/or
Miller-Unruh funds. Theée- data, wiNch illustrate
ifferences in the background charac-
teristics of participating and nonparticipating stu-
dents, are displayed in Table V4.

The occupation of the principal breadwinner in

a student’s family is an estimate of the socio-

7

’ .3

1

€CONOIMC statuL of the family. Teachers indicated
what they knew or believed to be the o¢cupation
of the principal breadwinner in each student’s
faniily. A aller percent of "the partic afing
students than nonpartlclpatmg students came from
homes in which the principal breadwmner was a
professional or semiprofessional, and a larger per-
cent of participants than nonparticipants ‘came

from homes in which Ahe breadwinner’s o:ccu tion
was classified as unskilled or was unkno
For the purposes of the Californj Assessment

Program, English-langtage fluency is determmed
on the basiséof the judgment of ¥ach student’s
teacher about the student’s lzla?ghage background
and skill.2 Most student parficipants and non-
. ‘

The California Assessment Program determination of English
language fluency was not designed to identify the Enghsh-speaking
ability ol\.@g:ndual students. As a result of AB 1329 (1976), a
home languaRe, survey is conducted each fall to determine the

__ English fluency of all students enrolled in California public schools,
. in kindergarten through grade twelve. .

<

TABLE V4 *

. Pupil Background Characteristics of Participants and Nonparticipants, from a 2 Percent
Sample of 1976-77 California Assessment Program Thjrd Grade Pupil Information

W Percent of participants Percent of nonparticipants
" ”~ s (Number,of students = (Number of students = -
Background characteristics a. 3,552) v 1944)
Occupation of principal brezrdwinner )
Executives, professionals, managers 13.6 s
. Semiprofessional\s, clerical.and sales workers, \\% .
technicians _ - 271
Skilled and semiskilled employees 38.3 36.1 :
Unskilled employees (and welfsg) : > 21.7 N . 0 99
Unknown 6.8 1 . 44
» 1000 — 1000
e, _ o
English-language fluency >
" English only 753 877
- p—
English and another language 16.2 98 -
Limited-English speaking - -85 L NS
. \ 100.0 100.0
. Mofwiltty/transiency\ <— ’
™o Enrolled since the previous year \ / 94 4 - v 953
Enrolled in the year of the test 56—~ 47 | a—
3 : . 100.0 s 1000
- ¢ - / .
Ny
r N 37 .
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participants in the sample spoke English only. A
greater percent of participating students (16.2
percent) than’ nonparticipating students (9.8 per-

poke English Ind another §nguage. The

speaking was much larger (8.5 percent compared to
2.5 /pereent) than the percent of nonparticipants
who\ were limited-English speaking. The reader”
also note that students who do not speak
(non-English speaking students) do not
California_Assessment Pyogram reading
achievement test and therefore were not included
in this sample. The mobility or transiency of
participants was slightly higher than that of non-
participants.
samiple, 3.6 percent of the participants were
enrolled in the school for the first time in the year
Mich the test was given (1976-77); 4.7 percent

hé nonpartjcipants were enrolled in the school
for the first time in the year in Which the test was
given. The differences between participating and
nonparticipating students indicated that the usual
statistical criteria for making comparisons between

= two groups ‘were not rhet, and thus comparisons

a

“were not justifiable.

’ Allocations and Exgrenditures -

The total allocations for the past three years for
school progams supported by ECE, EDY, ESEA.
Title [, bilingyff education, and‘Mille'r-!,Jnruh funds
are shown in Table V-5.'In the 1976-77 school

Of the students included in the

SR

3

Districts are required t‘o_ file complete financial
reports regarding funds received through the con-
solidated application. The data in Table V-6 are
from .a random "sample of preliminary financial
repbrts filed by districts. Table V-6 shows the
percents of total expenditures in seven budget
categories”.in the districts whose reports were
included in the sample. - |

Examples of the types of classified personnel for
whom funds were expended include classroom
instructidnal aides, clerical support, and com-
munity aides. Resource teachers, reading or other
curriculum specialists, nsﬁés, counselors, psychol-
ogists, librarians, and  program directors are
examples of the kinds of certificated personnel for
whom funds were expended. -

Expenditure patterns for each funding source
over the past three years are discussed in the
.following section. Because the patterns are based

" on samples of preliminary reports 4nd because they

y reflect school level choices about which
source to use to provide specific program services,
the reader is adyised 'to use caution in making
interpretations. For all funding sources, expend
tures must be made to provide services that supple-

~. ment, not supplant, Ihomffthe basic programs.
. ;

Early Childhood Education

Chapter 1147, Statutes of 1972, provided for an
appropriation of $25 million in 1973-74 and $40
million in 1974-75 for ECE.-Since 1974-75 ECE

year, 57 percent of participating schools received - has been expanded annually through funds pro-

funds from two or more sources. 1,

-

vided in the state budgét. As is shown in Table V-7,

TABLE V-5 ‘ ¢ g
Allocations of ECE, EDY, ESEAYiste, Bilingual Education,
ynd Miller-Unruh’Funds, 1976-77

.:I‘ype'&of funds 1974-75 5 .| 1975-76 1976-77

Federal funds ., ‘ AN

ESEA Title I* $132,577,018 ~ $130,000,000 $136,827,640
State funds
ECE 41,000,000 61,894,358 97,405,224
™ EDY 84,000,000 0,389,376 97,411,666
/ Bifingual education , .

_(AB 2284). 3,836,000 8,139,000 8,091,137
Miller-Unruh 15,349,625 13,849,625 13,849,625
~ Total $276,762,Q3 $304,272,359 $353,585,292

s

.

‘T}.\e;e figures do not, include ESEA Title I Handicapped, Negledted and Delinquent, ur Migrant funds.

6.33,

3

s
[



the 1976-77 state budget provided for $97.45
million for the support of ECE. These funds made
possible the extension of ECE to approximately 52
ﬁlercent of Califqrnia’s student population
ndergarten through grade three. Table V-7 also
reflects the expansion of ECE from s€hool year
1974-75 through school year 1976-77.
Table V-8 shows the pattern of expenditures of
:ECE funds over the past three years. The percents

by EDY and the funds appropriated from 1974-75
through-1976-77.

The data in Table V-10 show that the EDY
expenditure pattern in 1976-77 differed from the
expenditure patterns in the two previous years
Salary expenditures in 1976-77 were equally
divided between classified and certificated person-
nel salaries. A second random sample of district
reports yielded a similar pattexn of expenditures.

L

A\~ 3

2

-

The Department is currently examining possible .

reasons for the changes from previous years’

3

~

¢
able V-11 displays the numbey of students
served by ESEA Title I and the fund appropriated
from 1974-75 through 1976- 77

5 <

expended in the budget categories shown remained TABLEV.7 % -~
basically stable over the three-year period. The ) ’
data show, that schools expended the largest Number of Students Served by.ECE and Funds
percent of their allocations on salaries for classified Appropriated, 1974-75 Through.1976-77
personnel, the second largest percent of expendi- ==
tures was for salaries for certificated~personnel. < KNng;r of KP;:rcendt of .
Less than 30 percent of the total ECE expenditures Year "s:::e:qts ) t st::ﬂ;?s a f:g"ﬁ:té d
were for employee benefits; books= supplies, and s PRIOP -
equipment replacement; contracted services; 1974.75 303,100 24.5 $40.000.000
capital outlay; and indirect costs., -
‘ . 1975.76 426700 3, 340 63,200,000
. . ‘ \
TABLE V:6 1976.77 656,500 52.0 97,450,000
' Budget Categories of Consolidated Application :
Funds, by Percent of Expenditures, from )
Random Samples of Preliminary District .
. Financial Reports, 197677 AN TABLE V-8 % Py
) Budget Categories of ECE Funds, by Percent of
] Percent of total Expenditures, from Random Samples of
Expenditure category expenditure District Reports, 197475 Through -
Classified salaries 54 197697 _
Certificated salaries 22 N Expenditure Percent of total expenditure
Employee beneﬁts , ' l4 Category . 1974‘75 l975‘76 l976‘77
Books, supplies, and equipment Classified salaries T 55 45 57
rep' laCemeit( 6 Certificated salaries .20 28 21
Capital outlay, i ) l . Employee bénefits N3 9 8
Corftracted services 2 Books, supplies, and T
Indirect costs 1 equipment replace- .
- ment ' 9 9
Total 100 Capital outlay 3 2 S 1
) Contracted services 5 v 3
Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Indirect costs ' 2 !
Table V-9 shows the number of students served Total 100 100 100

The data in Table V-12 s no substantial

7 differences in the percents of expenditures, by

budget category, over the.three school years. The
percent of Title I funds expended for classified
personnel was lower than the percent of ECE funds
expended for such personnel. In all three years
approximately 90 percent of the total altocations

.




were expgnded for staff salaries énd employee '

benefits. . :
¢ —

Bilingual Educatjon

Table V-13 shows the numbers of students
served in blhngual educatlon programs and th
funds appropnated from~ 1975-76 thrbugh
1976-77.- .

Comparative data on expenditure pattems for
bilingual education were available for the past two*
years only. ,T}él’e V-14 shows imilarity of

TABL;E \#3

Number of Students Served by EDY and Funds
Appropriated, 1974-75 Through 1976-77_

Number of : -
students‘served Funds

w [

*Year (all grade levels) —appropriated

1974.75 . 389,500* $83.754,000
L] . -

1975.76 . 400,700 “° 90,389,376
197677

432,000 97,480,

" diffgrences between| the &

»

. these "patterns. The greatest perﬁnt of funds was

spent for classified salaries. The Percent of expen-
ditures for books, supplies, and equapment replace-s
“ment was thtree to four times that"in ECE ESEA -
or EDY.

Monies appropriated under the Bllmgual Educa-
tion Act of 1972 can Q:sed to employgilingual
eacher aides, purchase\special bilingual materials
and special, equipment, yro de inservice training
and s)taff de&elopment and cover ‘reasonable . |

rexpenses. of the sch%ol‘k parent advisory group.

These expenditure restrietjons accounted fOr the
nditure patterns for
bilingual ¥education Yynds and ,thé expenditufe
patterns for the otjer consol/ated ’appllcgnon

funds. o . )
MillerUnruh . ,,/ > .

‘In 1976-77 a total of $13,849 625 in Miller-
Unruh, funds was appropriated to “provide for
reading specialists. This amount-provided for about *
1,260 reading specialists who worked with an
estimated 135,66 pupils W.itlyreadin'g needs.

ince Miller-Ynruh funds ean be usedorly for

salari or reading specialists, b further break-
* . A .
down of expenditures 1s°gossnble.

— N r ., .
*Inthe EvaIuatton Repon of ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY, 197M >

the number of EDY participants réported (436,000) represented = %01 Plan Review Data and Program Quality

count of all students in schools that received EDY funds. For fiscal
years 1975-76 and 1976-77, the summary counts reflect the actual
number of students who participated 1n EDY programs: So that the
figures shown are comparable, the number of students served by
EDY in fiscal year 1974-75 has been restated io reflect the actual
number of students who pamcxpated in EDY programs.

‘TABLE V-10

& Budget Categories of EDY Funds, by Percent’ of
Expenditures, from Rapdom Samples of District
Reports, 1974-75 Through 1976-77

Expenditure Percent of total expenditure

category 1974.75 | 1975-76 | 1976-17

Classified salaries  ° a 10.0 17.0 39.0
Certificated salaried . 62.0 - 39.0
Employee benefits 1.0 : ‘11.0

Books, supplies, and
equipment replace-
ment .

Capital outlay
Centracted servives o
Indirect costs

.. institutions, such as Californi

“centers and state schools for t

‘5’0 ’

Review’Data -

Findings telated to schoob plan reviews any
on-site program- quality reviews -are presented
bélow. ey

School Plan Reviews o i
A total of 3,284 "elementary school plans were
submitted to the Départment in 1976-77. Of these,
1,013. were updates of existing plans, and 2,271 .
were from schools. that were submitting a.con-
solidfted application for the first time (798
schools) or ‘continuing ECE ools that were
required to submit rewritten program plans_gs a
result of low overall ratings ’in'1975-76. Field
personnel, under the-direction of -Department

personnel, conductéd detalled quality critiques of

"the new or fully rewriften plans. All other plans

were reviewed for compliance w1th appllcable legal %
requirements.

+ For the 1976-77 school > 467 secondary
school plans were received and rea’d The plans o
were for EDY, bilingual education,-and ESEA Title %
I programs, mcludmg programs for neglected and -
delinquent children in.high schools. and state
Youth Autherity *
e handicapped. =
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On-Site Program Quality Reviews

For 1976-71, program quality review ratings
were avaxlable; for 1,340 elementary schools of
these schools 720 had entered ECE in 1975-76,

.

TABLE V-11

Number of Students Served by ESEA Title I and Funds
Appropriated, 1974-75 'I'hrough 1976-77

— Number of '
. students served Funds

Year (all grade levels) appropriated*

1974-75 503,400** $132,577,018
[ . ¢ .

1975-76 529,800 130,039,420

r.d
1976-77 e 530,000 136,827,640

*Al figures in this column represent amounts appropriated to local
educational agencles (LEAs). These amounts do not include funds
allocated for migrant education, handicapped children, neglected
and delinquent children, or other purposes because the counts of,
participants are limited -to students recexvmg funds granted_to
LEAs. '

**In the Evaluation Report of ECE, ESEA Title 1, and EDY, 1974-
75, the number of Title [ pammpants reported (591,561) repre-

© sented a count of all students in schools that received Tatle |

funds. For fiscat years 1975-76 and 1976-77, the summary counts *
reflect the actual number of students who participated in Tifle%
programs. So that the figures shown are comparable, the number
of students served by Title I in fiscal year 1974-75 has been
restated to reflect the actual number of students who participated
in Title I programs.

-

"TABLE V-12

Budget Categories of ESEA Title I Funds, by Percent
of Expenditures, from Random Samples of District

L4

416 had entered ECE in either 1973-74 or
1974-75, and 204 were receiving only ESEA Title I
and/or EDY funding. Table V-15 shows average
program guality rev1ew scores for elementary
schools. |

The average scores across all schools reviewed
were —vensidered “good” on the basis of the
Program Quality Review Instrument scale (0 = no
evidence; 5 = excellent). The range of scores was
smaller in 1976-77 than 1 1975-76, and the
average score was slightly higher. Statistics for the
relationships among the three sections of the
Program Quality Review Instrument for elemen-
tary schools are given in Appendix H.

\
On-Site Compliance Reviews of Secondary
School Programs .

Manitor and review ‘teams conducted onssite
compliance reviews at approximately 80 percent of
the secondary schools that received consolidated
application funds in 1976-77. In general, funded
schools are to be monitored at least once every two
years. However, schools that are.judged to be
substantially “out of compliance” are scheduled
for a follow-up visit within a year after they Tecerve
a noncompliance rating.

Follow-up monitor and review visits were con-
ducted in 82 school districts, 164 Title I/EDY

schools, 50“1nstitutions,for neglected and dehin-"

quent youth, and seven nonpublic $chools.
Another 67 schools were visited for purposes of
reviewing their bilingual education programs.

California Assessment Program Reading
Achievement Data

Average school read?hg achievement scores 'from
the California Assessment Program were used to
examine the progress of stiidents in schools re-
ceiving ECE funds. Since all students.in a school in
grades two and three take the California Assess-
ment Program Reading Test and ECE funds are
used to provide services to all students in kinder-
garten through third grade, the California Assess-
Jment Program scores can suitably be used for such
a purpose. Grade three scores aré used primarily. as
they reflect the performance of-students who have
completed their period of participation in ECE. Of

R

P

: Reports. 1974-75 Through 1976-77
Expenditure * Percent of total expenditure
category . - 197475 |71975-76 197677
- < . \
Classified salaries ', 43.0 410~ 430
Certificated .
salaries . - 33.0 380 30.0
Employee benefits 14.0 13.0 13.0
,Books, sypplies, and
ment 5.0 5.0 8.0
Capital outlay 0.5 1.0 1.0
Contracted services 40 4 1P 4.0
Indirect costs .05 1.0 1.0
Total -'100.0 100.0 100.0

course, some stadents will have participated for
one year in ECE, some for two years, some for
three years, and some for four years (some whose

schools entered ECE in 1973-74 will have pattici-

pated-since kindergarten). Second grade reading

scores and gain scores from second to third grade-

provide additional jpformation about the per-
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formance of studems in ECE schools. No single
analysis can provide a complete picture of student
achievement patterns in ECE schools. Accordingly,
the Department analyzed California Assessment
Program reading achievement scores from several
different perspectives, starting from the very
simple and moving progressively to “the «more
complex. The following analyses are presented
t

® Historical profiles of grade two and grade
‘ three reading achievement from
through 1976-77 for ECE schools, by year of
entry into ECE, as well as for non-ECE
schools
Longitudinal reading achievement profiles of
¢ school scores from grade two to grade three
for ECE schools, by year of entry into ECE,
and for a ssmilar group of non-ECE schools
® Changes n residual
scores of grade three students in ECE schools.
by years of paruicipatron in ECE?

The reader should note that all tables present
school residual scores in terms of “weighted
averages.”” Weighting 1s a statistical technique used

- 19 take sthool size nto account 1n computing
average scores for groups of schools. For example.
if student scores for two :schools were being
averaged and School A had 1350 students tested and
School B had 200 students tested. the average
scores from Schodl B would be weighted more
heavily than those from School A to allow for the
larger number of students tested.. Thus. weighted
averages for large groups of schools portray better
the average performance of students within those
schools and.do not portray ‘as well the performance
of the average school within the group.

1972-73°

reading achievement

3 f#@ .
' .

within each of the four phases of ECE, on the basis
of year of entry, and for schools not receiving ECE
* funds. Grade three scores are shown 1’ Table V-16.
and grade two scores aré shown n Table V-17 In
both tables 1976-77 scores represent the percent of

questions that students answered correctly on the
Califormia Assessment Program. Reading Test
Scores for the other four years were also taken
from statewide testing. but they were adjusted so
that they are as nearly comparable to the 1976-77
scores as possible. Obviously, the scores could not

be made completely comparable because different
tests were given during the peHod. Statewide

35
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TABLE V.13

14
Number of Students Served by Bilingual Educati
Funds and Funds Appropriated, 3

1975-76 and 1976-77

Numbper of studants

Year served Funds apprbpnated
1975.76 49.100* $8.000.000 '
1976-77 46.000** . §.100.000

*Estimate from 1978-7¢ Form E-127P data. Of the students served
26.833 were classified as hrmited-English speaking or non-Enghsh
speaking.

**Unaudited esumate from 1376-77 Form E-127P aataw Of the
students served 28.214 were classified as bmited-Engish speaking
or non-English speaking. s -

TABLE V-14

Budget Categories of Bilingual Educatian Funds,
" by Percent of Expenditures, from Random
Samples of District Reports,
197576 atd 1976-77

. ¢
Percent of total expenditure

) Historical Profiles of Grade Two and Grade Three ' -
Reading Achievement in ECE Schools, 1972.73 Expendrture, categones 1975.76 1976-77
Through 1976-77 , ' - - -
- . . . Classified salanes b 540 620 ¢
The first analysis of California Assessment Pro- Certificated sal , 50 0
gram reading achievement data represents a simple W eriiic3ted saanes . -7,
approach to assessing Yhe relationship of ECE to . Employee benefits 120 130
grade two and grade three. reading achievement. Books. supphes, and ’ ! .o
This histoncal approach shows how students in equipment replacement 210 15.0
ECE schogls serformed over thelast five years. Capital outlay* ’ 0.5 1.0
before ECE (was.amplemented ang in each year as c ted . : 90 50" .
_ additional schools were phased into ECE. Separate ontracted services ) S S
-Distotical profies —are presented for atl Sciools —tRdisctcostst® ; 03—
3a residual achrevement score 18 defined as the difference Total W 1090' 100.0 -

between a school’s actual score (average score of 1ts students) and 1ts
predicted score. A positive change in residual score indicated
improvement relative to prediction on the basis of the background
charactenstics of the student population. Negative changes in
residuals indicated a decline 1n this relative performance. s

.

Q

ERIC ,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: - e .

*Specal &uipment used exclusvely n bilingual education pro-
grams. . .

**Expenditures in this cat®gory are not permutted by law. and
districts are bitled for such expenditures. )

2 : -
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testing used the Cooperative Primary Reading Test
(Coop) m 1972-73, the CAP I in 1973-74, and a
revised version of the CAP /, called CAP I/, in the
three subsequent years The unshaded areas on the
tables indicate scores obtained by schools during
the years of their participation in ECE.

At least three important jaferences can be drawn
from the grade three data in Table V-16. First,
students in ECE schools in the aggregate had a

. #history of low achievement prior to the time that
the schools entered ECE. In each year the achieve-
ment scores of students in the schools that were
selected to enter ECE were lower than those of
students in schools not selected for ECE. The
1972-73 statewide testing scores demonstrate this
quite clearly. As a group the schools that were
sélected as ECE Phase | schools had the lowest
ackggvement scores. These ECE Phase I schools’
were followed 1n order of lowest 1o tighest
1972-73 Coop scores by ECE Phase II schools,
ECE Phase III schools. ECE Phase IV schools, and
non-ECE schools.

Second. with-one marked exception. grade three
reading achievement scores for students in both
ECE and non-ECE schools were virtually un-
changed over the five-year perniod. The exception
was inECE Phase I schools. in which the percent
of questions answered correctly increased 1.2
.percent from 1972-73 to 1976-77. Students in
ECE" Phase I schools correctly answered' 79.9
percent of the items on-the Coop test 1n 1972-73,
four years later the students in those same schpols
answered 81.1 percent of the items correctly on
the California Assessment Program Reading Test,
The scores of students in Phase Il schools were
higher in 1976-77 than those of students in :the
other types of ECE schools.

<

TABLE V.15

Descriptive Statistics for the 1976-77 Monitor and Review -Da.ta for the 49 I.tems Used for the
Grades with-ECE Funding and the 45 Items Used for Grades Without ECE Funding

Third, a very slight iprovement in scores wa$ .
noted in ECE schools overall. In pattcular, grade
three reading achievement scores in schools that
entesed ECE four years ago (Phase | schqols)
declined during-the schools’ first year in ECE. The *-
scores improved in the schools’ second, third, and .
fourth years in ECE, and by the fourth year they
were slightly higher than they had been before the
schools* entered *ECE. The reading “achrevement
scores 1n Phase 111 schools and *Phase 1V schools,
which entered ECE in 1975-76 and 1976-77,
respectively, improved slightly in their first year of
participation. Achievement scores in ECE Phase [If
schools decreased 1n the schools’ second yéar -
(1976-77) of participation. By contrast, grade
three reading achievement scores in non-ECE
schools dechined slightly over the five-year period.

. Table V-17 presents grade two readinig achieve-
ment scores. At least three important mferences
can be drawn from the data in Table V-17 . Furst.
.they show that before ECE schools entered ECE.
their students scored lower on grade two reading
achievemnant tests than “students in non-ECE
schools scored.”

Second, the grade two scores flyctuated more
‘than’ the grade three scores did over the five-year
period. +- .

Third, grade two scores in ECE schoolsdellined
slightly during the schools’ first year of partici-
pation in ECE but tended to improve in suhse-
quent years. In particular, the schools that entered '
ECE in 1973-74 (Phase I) experienced a drop 1n
grdde two reading achievement; however. these
schools have shown some improvement since that
year. ) .

" The scores in Phase II schools, which entered
CE in 1974-75, declined during the schools’ first

1 . .
'L Section | Section {1 Section 111
* %r Development and use Program N Ongoing program
' of the plan implementation development Total
1 Number | Item Number ltem Number Item | Number ltem
) Grades of tems | mean of 1tems mean of 1tems mean of 1tems mean ,
( — el ) N i
. Grades with ' f X ’
ECE funding 6 39 39 3.7 4 3.6 <49 37
e ’ ! .
Grades without . i ‘ . .
ECE funding -5 J 3.6 36 ¢ 34 4 33 45 34 <
N , ' x
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) TABLE V-16 R

Grade Three CAP Rw:lmg Achievement Scores for the Years 1975 73 Through 1976-77
’ for Non ECE Schools and by Years of Participation for ECE Schools

__ = — - . = ‘ﬁ
T Year - 197273 197374 | 197475 | 197576 1916-7'7('
Typeofschosl T Teur . cwp CAP_I CAP II CAP H caB(ll

"~ ECE Phase‘l schools // p ) o
' (Eme{cd ECE in 1973.74, N = 393) ° 77.1 2 71.3 774

s nen - ///// e

T /// . I
e e % . / //

’%‘Lt;clc:ms:?w‘s %/ /// / /// %///// //// ///

*Coop and CAP [ were predecessors of CAP [].

" TABLE V-17 - Y

e Grade Two CAP Reading Achievement Scores for the Years 1972.73 Through 1976.77
for N E Schobls and by Years of Participation for ECE Schools

o~ Yet 197273 | 197374 | 197475 197576 | 1976.77

Typeofschool —_ Test* Coop CAP 1 | cAaPl | cAP Il | CaAP I
ECE Phase | schools - ' ’ ‘ '
. _(Entered ECEin 197374,N=393)  ° . 631 633 63.1 64.0
ECE Phase J1 schools
(Entered ECE in 1974-75, N = 624) 66.4 67.0 67.5
ECE Phase Il schools .
- (Entered ECE in 1975-76, N = 454) 66.0 66.6
ECE Phase.IV schools . N
(Entered ECE 1n 1976-77,N=694) ~ 67.3
Non-ECE schools

(N =1992) % /////%A%////

* *Coop and CAP [ were predecessors of CAPIL
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year in ECE but improved during the second and
.third years to a point well beyond the pre-ECE
level. The Phase III schools, which entered ECE j in,
1975-76, experienced a decline in the first year but
made Bains back to the pre-ECE level in the second

year. The scores in Phase IV schools, which were

declining prior to the schools’
declined further in 1976-77.
+ Examined together, tables V-16 and V-17 show
an interesting pattern of reading achievement in
ECE schools from 1972-73 through 1976-77. In
ECE schools grade two reading achievement scores
have consistently decreased in the first year of ECE
participation but have increased subsequent
“years. Thus, in 1976-77 ECE gradd two reading
achievement scores were higher fhan those n
1975- 76, with the eXCeptlon of Physe IV schools,
which entered ECE in 1976-77. By contrast, grade
' three reading achievement scores of students in
ECE schools have shown less fluctuation, with a
slight increase in Phase I schools and Phase 1V
schools, a slight decrease in Phase I] schools, and a
substantial increase in Phase I schools.

The above description of student achievement
performance must be qualified, ‘however, because

entering ECE,

the: schools in the four phases of ECE and the

non-ECE schools differ from one another in terms

o 9 .
of a variety of student background characteristics.
Since differences in background characteristics can
have a.profound impact on student achievement
scores, the next two analyses provide ah oppor-
tunity to reexamine student achievement scores
after the scores have been statistically adjusted for
background factors; that is, they allow for “con- °
trol” of background factors. The reader should
note, however, .that the adjustments result in a
certain amount of statistical abstraction in program
comparisons. The focus of the com’garlsons is no
longer simply on test scores; 1t is of scores.as they
appear after adjustments for background factors¢
have been made s

Longitudinal Comparison of ECE échools and a
Siniilar Group of Non-ECE Schogls

For 2 longitudinal comparison of ECE schools
with non-ECE schools, all schoels were grouped on,
the basis of predicted grade three reading achreve-
ment and additional background factors; and mean
achievement scores were computed in accordance
wrthlan accepted statistical procedure for calcu-

\latmg weighted averages.

Longitudinal profiles of the four phases of ECE
schools and of the group of non-ECE schools are
presented in Table V-18. The profiles are longi-

TABLE V-l 8

Reading i&chievement Cain Scores for Groups of ECE Schools and Non-ECE Schools,
1975-76 and 1976-77, from California Assessment Program

Grade two sgores

Type of school” 1975.76

. Gan scores
(number correct,

1976-77. less number -
correct, 1975-76)

Grade three scores
1976-77

Phase I schools
(Four years in ECE)
N=393

Phase Il schools
(Three years in ECE)
N=624

Phase Il schools
(Two years in ECE)
N=454

* Phase IV schools

N

(One year in ECE)
N=694 70.3*
Non-ECE schools

N=1992 68.6

.

*Grade two score 18 prior to entry into ECE.




tudinal 1n the sense that they trace the g:hangé in _

average school scores from grade two. to grade
three over the span of one year. The first column
in Table V-18 shows California Assessment Pro-
gram reading achievement scores for prade two
. students in 1975-76. The second column shows the
scores of grade Thyee students in the same group of
schools on the identical reading achievement test in
1976-77. The -third column shows how much’
progress was made from grade two to grade three.
The longitudinal gain scores of students in the
ECE schools for ea¢h of the four phases were larger
than those of students in the non-ECE schools,
which indicates that greater gains were made in the
,ECE schools than were made in the mon-ECE

figures in Table V-18. Students in ECE schools—
with the exception of students in ECE Phase 1V

tschools —had-lower grade two reading achieverment
scores in 1975-76 than students in a similar group
of non-ECE schools had. When grade three stu-
dents in the same schools were tested the next year
(1976-77), those in ECE Phase I schools and Phase
I1I schools continued to score lower than did those
in the similat group of non-ECE schools. Those in
ECE Phase II schools and Phase IV schjols scored
as. high as, and higher, than those in the similar
group of non-ECE schools.

schools. Several inferences can be drawn from the~™.presented in this section, the criterion value wa?

Chariges in Sta}dal;dized Residual Reading  * ’ \
¥A chievement Sc0{e5 of Grade Three Students
in ECE Schools “

Standardlzed residuals are a way of reporting
test scores so that the achievement of students in a
school can be measured against a relative standard.
The relative standard is established by a statlstlcal
_procedure called multiple linear regression, in,
“which a predicted score for each school is com-
puted on the basis of several school background
* characteristics. In the analysis presented in this
section, the background characteristics used to,
develop predicted scores were (1), the’ scores,
obtained by first graders on the Entry Level Test,
(2) a determination by teachers of the ‘average
occupational level of the parerits of children ingthe
school; (3) the number of students tested~at each
grade level; (4) the percent of students who spoke
a language other than Engllsh and (5)-the percent

-
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from their predicted scores far more than do the
scores of large schools, an adjustment in the scores
was made so that the average deviations would be
about equal for all schools regardless of size. These
adjusted.scores are called standardized residuals.

The «criterion. Standardizeg residuals alone can-
not be used as a criterion q}{%ogram success. They
measure achievement levels against the current
achievement level of studénts in “‘similar’” schools,
but they do not measure progress. As a -éense-

_ quence, the criterion used in these analyses is the

average change that has taken place in standardized
residuals in each school since the inception of ECE
in that school. For the ECE analysis the concept of
baseline data was introduced. Jn the analyses

the change that had taken place in standardize
residual scores since the year before the schools
entered ECE. Thus, for Phase I schools the values
that are reported in the following tables are the
changes that have taken place in standardized
residuals since 1972-73, the. year before those

.schools entered ECE. As a conhsequence, positive

values indicate improvement, not absollite success,
that is, positive values mean that, on the average,
test performance was higher than it was the year
before ECE was implemented in those schools.

Positive values do not necessarily mean that perfor-
mance in ECE schools has yet surpassed the level-
~of performance in non-ECE schools.

The . results. Table V-19 shows the - average
changes that have taken place in third grade
standardized residual scores in ECE schools since

.the year before the schools entered the program.

On’ the average virtually: no change (+0.01)
occurred after one year of participation;sthat is,
the changes in third grade standardized residuals
between 1973 and 1974 for Phase 1 schools,
between 1974 and 1975 for Phase II' schools,

~
)
-

TABLE V-19
. Changes in Resxdual Scores (Weighted Averages) on
Grade Three Reading Achievement Tests After Qne,
Two, Three, and Four Years of
Participation-in ECE

of children who had been enrolled in the school for
a relatively short period of time.

The difference between -each school’s actual test
score (average score of its students) -and-ts
predjicted test score Is alled a’residual scofe.
Because the scores of sma‘l‘l\m@ols tend to deviate

.

K N

Number of years in ECE Change
. One +0.01
Two * L. -003
Three ’ +0.07
Four +0.03

-}




40, .

: R
betweeh 1975 and 1976 for Phase 111 schools, and
between 1976 and 1977 for Phase IV schools were
generally  almost nonexistent. Similarly, the
changes after two years of participation in ECE
(from 1973 to 1975 for Phase | schools, from 1974
to 1976 for Phase Il schools, and from 1975 to
1977 for Phase* III schools) were close to zero. The
only change of any significance was that noted
after three years of participation in ECE. The
chiange afterl four years is also practically non-
existent. (Only Phase I schools have been in ECE

for four years; thus, the value of +0.03 isnt/h_e/
" average change that has taken place in standardiZed

residuals from 1972-73 to 1976-77 in Phise I

schoolg only.) J e i
Ta -20 'shows a more detailed breakdown of

the changes that have taken place in standardized

- resid¥als. In this table the changes are shown for .

‘

subsets of ECE schools. The subsets were estab-
lished by dividing the schools .on the basis of the
Entry Level Test scores for those schools in the fall
of 1973 (the first year in which ‘the test was
#&dministered). Thus, the results could be reviewet
for three categories of schools: (1) those that
began with studer)ts whofon the average, had a low
level of readiness skills upon entering school; (2)
those whose students were slightly below - the

statewide average in readiness skills; and (3) those

whose students were, on the average, above the
statewide average in readiness skills.

The overall average results that show essentially
no change do not hold true for each subset of
schools” In fact, the ‘average of no change is a

4

TABLE V.20

. Changes in Residual Scores (Weighted Averages)
/ on Grade Three Reading Achievement Tests
»  After One, Two, Three, and Four Years, '
of Participation in ECE, by Three
Levels of Performance on the

combination of three totally different patterns for
the three subsets of schools. The schools that had
low Entry Level Test scores in 1973-74 have shown
a pattern of slightly increased residuals after one
- yeargof participation but decreasing test scores
from that point. (Much of the decrease that drew
careful scrutiny in last year’s report has disap-

peared.) The scores of the schools in the middle -

group, on the other hand, have, on the average,
decreased - slightly lafter the schools’ -first and
second years of participatign in ECE. ’{his decrease
has been followed by substa 1tial increases after the
third and fourth years.. The group*of schools with
the ‘highest 1973-74 Entry Level Test results had
shown strong gains in scores umil [976-77. A large
decline in scores for the Phase I schools in 1976-77
negated the gains reported in 1975-76.

Another way of reviewing the test results is to
examine the total cHarjge ‘in standardized residuals
since the year beforg the ECE schools entered ECE
(the baseling year)\These results are_ isplayed in
Table V-21. Again tHe results show little change
when averaged across all schools. Phage T schools )
have made the greatest gains, with standardized
residuals up 0.09 since” their baseline year®
(1973-74); Phase III schodls are the only set with
residuals this year thaf are lower ‘than they were
the year before entering ECE. ‘This decline is
primarily the result of.a sharp decline in stan-
dardized residuals by schools in the middle Entry
Level Test category. ) R

These same results can be shown another way.
Table V-22 shows the number of schools (and
number of pupils in those schools in parentheses)
that since their baseline year, havé had increasing--
residuals, decreasing - residuals, and unchanged
residuals. Unchanged residuals are defined as those
that have changed by less than .0.5. Increased
residuals .are these that have increased by 0.5 or
more, and decrefjax]r_esiduals are defined inversely.

The results in Table V-22 are basically a
repetition of those in Table V-21. For examplé,
“one can see from Table V-21 that the delines for

Phase III schools in the middle Entry Level Test
category were a result of a decline in residuals in
74 schools containing 4,108 third grade pupils and
that residuals have risen .in only 42 schools
containing 2,421 third grade pupils. -Cagversely,

¢ 1973.74 Entry Level Test
Changes in residual scores, by
» . percentile rank, on the
1973-74 Entry Level Test

Number of -

years in Low . Middle High
ECE (1-20) (21-60) (61-99)

One +0.04 -0.04 +0.05

“Two -0.11 -0.03 +0.05

* Three 2002 |f. 4001 T 4011
" Four -0.08 +0.18 -0.01

Phase T /middle Entry Level Test schogl had the
gre increase in standardized residffals shown in
Table V-21 (+0.18). This result is verified by the
.data in Table V-22; 67 of these schools had-
increasing residuals, while only 43 had decreasing
residuals.

\




Nonetheless, interesting discrepancies ¢an be

noted. For example, while the average change in “

residuals was positive for Phase II schools, Table
V-22 shows that, in fact, a few more schools have
had declining residuals than have had increasing
regiduals. Thus, the average positive gain is the
result of two factors. (1) the schools that gained,
are larger than those that declined (this is shown

a
[

replication of Table V-20, but with the comparable
scores from the 1975-76 evaluation report added in

—parentheses. In 1975-76 the values reported in the

., tow for three years of ECE participation were

those of the Phase I schools, which had then just
finished their third year in ECE. Those same
schools have now completed their fourth year of
partigipation so it is reasonable to compare their

by the fact that while more schools have been ” changes in residuals from the baseline data after

declining than gaining, the total number of stu- their fourth year to last year’s changes' after three

dents in the gainirig schools is larger), and (2) the years. Similarly, the results for two years and three -

ggins in the increasing schools are greater than the years of participation are comparable to last year’s

losses in the decliningschools. results after one and two years of participation.
Table V-23 portrays the changes in standardlzed These resultgshow a substantial decline in scores

residuals in still another way. The table is a across the-board from the first to the second year

TABLE V-21

Changes in Third Grade Standardized Reading Residuals from 3 .
Baseline Year Through 1976-77

. . ' Phase (year of entry into ECE)
Entry Level Test 1 : a.. 111 v’
percentile range (1973.74) . |, (197475 (1975-76) (1976-77)
_Low (1-20) -0.08 40.16 -0.02 +0.13 - T
Middle (21~60) +0.18 , . +008" " 020 © —0.04 a
High (61-99) -0.01 +0.07 +0.03 +006 )
Total ‘4002 +0.09 . =007 +0.04 ,
" I < \_,
f 4 ’ .
—~ . . JMMTABLE V.22 ,
“  Numbers of Schggls (and Puj at Have Had Decreasihg, Unchanged, and . \
In ird Grade Standardized Reading Rlesiduals .
y . Baseline Year Through 1976-79
, Phase
Entry Level Test percentile range | 1 nm - it v
‘ Decreasing a8 (3941) | 56 (3223) | 41 3,029) | 40 (3.156) .
Low Unchanged 30 {1901) 35 (2,388) | 26 (1941) 47 (3844),
.(1-20) Increasing 147 (3454) | 57 (3856) 37 (2,649) ¢| - 50 (3,771) °
o ' DectemIAE 7 43 (2,5%32) .88 (5040) | 74 (4108) | .86 (5314) _
Middle Unchanged 47 (2,598). | 87 (4.810) 62 (3,170) 106 (6,159)
) (21-60) " Increasing 67 (3,700) 87 (5,534) 42 (23421')‘ 74 (4,628)
Decreasing 37 2010) | 57 3,019) | 46 (2491) _J 65 (4.041)
, Hig " Unchanged 35 (2,083) 92 (4984) | 76 (4,113) 130.(7,810)
. (61-99)_  Ipcreased 130 (1,436) 54 (2,868) 47 (2413) | . 87 (5:124)
{ ,
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of ECE nparticipation. Conversely, even stronger
gains are shown across the board from the second
to the third year. The changes in Phase I schools
from last ‘year show distinctly different patterns
for the three subsets of schools. On the average,
schobols in the lowest Entry Level Test group had
extremely large drops in stahdardized " residual
scores after-three years of participation. This year,
while their scores are still lower: than they were
before entering ECE, they - are substantially; in-
creased over last year. Schools in the middle %ry
Level Test group showed strong gains last year;
those gains have been sustained. On the other
hand, schools in the highest Entry Level_Test
group, which last year had scores that were afmost
as* high as those in the middle Entry Level Test
group, lost all of their gains and currently are
scoring, after four years in ECE, almos¥exactly as
they were before they began participation in ECE.
. Table V-24 is the most detailed presentation of
all. The changes in residual scores from the baseline
year are shown for each phase of ECE schools after
each year of participation. \

o Publishers’ Norm-Refererfced Test Data

» Fpr each type of funded school program, three
types of analyses are conducted using the standard

-

v

TABLE v-23

Changes in' Residual Scores (Weighted Averages) on
Grade Three Reading Achievement Tests After
One, Two, Three, and Four Years of
Participation in ECE, by Three Levels of
Performance on the 1973-74
Entry Level Test

Changes in residual scores,
grouped by percentile
.rank on the 1973.74

Entry Level Test

Al ECE
schools,
(weighted
Number of - < average)
» yearsin

ECE

1-20 21-60 61-99

7

+0.04 +0.05

_One

Two
?
Three

Fo’yr

_-0.11
1" (0.00)

20.02
1(-0.15)

~0.08
(-0.24)

—-0.04
-0.03
(+0.05)
+0.11
- (+0.05)

+0.18
(+0.19)

+0.05
(+0.06)

©+0.11
© (+0.06)

" ~0.01

(+0.18)

+0.01

-0.03

(0.00)
" +0.07
(-001)

+0.03
v (+0.03)

NOTE Changes in residual scores reported on page 36, Table V-9

of Evaluatioh Report of ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY,

1975-76 for the same groups of schools are given n

parentheses.

3

scores. from publishers’ norm-referenced- tests in
reading and mathematics, The\ analysis of most

~ interest is that in which a comparison is made

between the position of students relative to the
norm group, by type of program (for example,
students in all schools with.consolidated appli-
cation programs), and the growth of students in
the publishers’ norm group.- % %econd ~analysis
involves an examination of the progress of the.
students from the time of“the pretest to the
post-test, relative to the publishers’ norm group. A
final analysis'involves the progress of students, by
grade level, within each of the above analyses.

All Schools with Consolidated Application Funding

Figure V-3 is a summary of student achievement
on standardized reading #ests for all schools that
reported. scores from.a publisher’s norm-referenced
test. The scores~of only those students who were
classified as fluent-English speaking and who were

tested at the correct. level of the publisher’s

norm-referenced test for their age and grade are
represented in the figures. Summaries of achieve-
‘ment scores for students who swere tested out-of-

level appear in Appendix [. .

Reading. The reading achievement data in Figure
V-3 indicate that test*core gains of program
participants exceeded norm group- progress at all
grade levels, with the exception of grade eleven.
The standard scores in the eleventh grade dropped
from 40.8 on the pretest to 40.7 on the post-test.
In terms of raw score points (not s own), eleventh
grade students made progress between the pretest
and the post-test, but their rare of progress was less
“than that of the norm group. Thus, their standard
score declined by 0.1 during the year.
. The data for grades one to three are for the
greatest number -of participating schools and stu-
dents. .
The readihg achievement data in Figure V-3
dndicate that student participants at all grade levels
were scoring below the nationdl average of 50
standard score points on the pretest. At all grade
levels except grade three, student participants were
still scoring’ below the national average of 50 on
the post-test. In grade- three, students advanced

, from 469 on the pretest (3.1 below the national

-average) to 50.2 (02 abeve the average) on the
post-test, thereby showing a gain of 3.3 standard
score points and registering greater growth thgn '
students at any of the bther grade levels.

Mathematics. Figure V-4 preserits a summary of
student achievement on staridardized mathematics
tests for all participating students. At all grade

19




levels student participants ‘scored " below the
national average on the pretest. Students in grades
one and two scored above the natignal average on
the post-test, but those in all other grades scored
below the national average. Despite their lower
absolute performance on the pretests and post-
tests, students 'showed more growth than the
"publishers’ norm group at all gtade levels except
grade eleven. The greatest growth was shown in
grades one, two, and three, which include the
‘largest” number of participating schools and stu-
dents. The largest gain (5.1 standard score points)
in mathematics was made by students in the first
grade. )

Multiple-Funded Schools - ‘

This section contains information about student
achievement in schools receiving funds from more
than one funding source. The majority of these

schodls received a combination of ECE, ESEA"

Title I, and EDY funding, but schools that received
bilingual education and Miller-Unruh funds are also,
included. Reading and mathepmatics scores for’
students participating in
school p}grams are shown in Figure V-5.

Readmg Analyses of* weighted standard scgre
gains revealed that across all prades, stédents in
multiple-funded schools ¥ypically gained I'C stan-

dard score points. Thus, across grades, students .

made greater gains than the publishers’ norm ggoup
from pretest to post-test. A eamparlson between
_pretest and post-test standard Seores in ggading for®

.. soM¢ increased in position re

the multiple-funded

’ ;MgOH.C

N , ."‘
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ported by more than, one fundmg source showed
that third grade panélupants typica ade the
greatest gams The third grade su%ri"ncreased
frolm 45.1°¢o 48.4, a difference of 3.3 standard
score points. The ﬁndmgs displayed in »Flgure V-5
indicate that students in grades one through eight
(except for grade seven) made the greatest gains
and that students in’ gra®es nine throygh twelve

tended to have progresswely lower pretest- and
post- test scores. - . .

Mathemattcs Partlupatmg students in 5ehool
programs supported by more than one fundmg
€ to the nal
average at all grade levels except grade eléVen.
Students in the ptimary grades made the greatest
gains. The pretest and post-test standard scores in

mathematics shown in Figure V-5 indicate that the -

gredtest gains were made in grade one, where scores
increased 5.1 standard score points from 45.9 on
/the(;éretest to 51.0 on the post-test. Students in
gra seven and higher showed a slight gain
relative to the publishers’ norms. Students in grade
eleven were an exception, agam they showed less
progres@latlve to the norms. ,

é - “

. All ECE Schools v
Since 1972-73 ECE has prov1de£l a framework'

Mor. the restructuring of the educational procgss in

indergart ough grade threé. ECE support has
enabled Sehools to integrate both basic and cate-
esources to meet the needs. of students

partlupat{ng students in school progra(ns .sup- g’ réqtg; different types of services. The restruc-
- 9'2 HPST IR s ., . -
3 . - oy Y T .
TABI,.'E \/ 24 . . ~

-~

T L3 N Y
‘ Percentile rank 1-20 Percentile rank 2160 Percentile rank 61-99
. .Y’e‘ar of entry Number of years in ECE d}}umber of years.xn ECE Number ofqyears n-ECE '
/" into ECE 1 2 [3 |4 1| 2 3 [-4 ¥
1973.74 . , 1 .
(Phase 1) -0.08 | +0.01 | —0.21 | -0.08 +0,10 | +0.02 | +0.18 | -0.01
1974-75" : g _ i 2. «
(Phase 1) 40,02 | -0.29 N.16 -0.08 | +0.08 | +0.07
197576 ' o 1N .
(Phase 111) +0.09 | ~0.027 . +0.16 | +0.03 : 4
1976-77 \\ g »
(Phase IV) +0.13 , +006 | ‘o
. A
3 ’ i ' »
~ N \ .
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Elg V-4. Pretest and post-test standard scores in mathematics achievement, by grade level, for students-pam-
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turing involved the total school environment in the
primary grades.

The findings reported in the first part of this

section are for all schools engaged in restructuring® :

(all ECE schools) regardless of whether they
received other types of aid.
, Pretest and post-test standard scores for students

’ partrcrpatmg jn ECE were used to (1) measure

reading and mathematécs achievement gains; and

* (2) determine the relationship betweén the Iength

of participation in ECE and changes in %ent
performance in reading and mathematics!

" Reading. Figure V-6 shows reading achievsment

“scores for students in all schools that recgi CE

funds. On the average, students in EC¥Schools
were progressing in reading at'a rate greater than
that reflected by publishers’ norms. Pretest
achievement scores in grades one, two, and three *
were from 0.7 to 2.2 points below the national
norms, “but post- test scores ranged . fr(j. the

national norm to 1.1 points above the national j

norm.

» £

Mathematics. Students in schools that received

4 : e
Figures V-8 and V-9 show average 1976-77
readin j and mathematics achievement “scores for
ts

sstudérts in all ECE schools, grouped by the year in
which the schools &ntéred ECE. Qverall student

performance 1mproved from the pretest to the -

post-test at a-rate in excess of the pubhshers

. norms regardless of when schools entered ECE.

Schools\Fh t Recejved ECE Funds and Compensatory
Education Funds

Figure V-10 contains the readmg and mathe-

"matics aehijevement scores on pPublishex norm-

r¢ferenced tests for students in grad e, two,

and three who were in ECE schools that also
recelved compensatory education funds (ESEA
Title | and/or EDY funds). -

Readmg In schools that received ECE funds and
compensatory education funds, students pro-
gressed at a raté greater than that of the publishers’
norm group at hll grade levels. Gains Jelative'to the
publishers’ norm group were progressively greater
.from grade one to grade three, with students at

: grade three making the greatest gains (3.4 standard -

“score points).® Pretest’ scores were rogressrvel
y

ECE. funds showed substantially greater growth lower from grade one to grade three. ’

than the publishers’ norm group showed. The
greatest growth was in grade one. As shown in
Figure V-7, scores increased from 47.6 to 52.6, a
difference of 5.0 standard score points. The
average post-test achievement for students in all
ECE school/s was above the @tlonal average.

. " Mathematics, In mathematu,s the greatest gains
.between the pretest and post -test were made by
students in grade one. Their geores increased from
459 to 51.2, a difference of 5.3 standard score
points. In grades two and three, students gained
3.2and 3.3 standard score points, respectively.

.
>
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Fig. 'V-6. Pretest and post-test st&dard scores in reading achievement, by grade leveL for all sc’rools partici-
patmg in early chrldhood education funded programs, 1976-77
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Schools That Received Only ECE Funds

The schools reported on in this section received
,only ECE funds. The pretest scores in ECE-only
schools ‘'were higher than those. in schools that

received BCE funds and compensatory education
(EDY/ESEA Title I) funds.

Readmg Figure V-11 shows avepage student
reading achlevement scores for students in grades
one, two, and three in schools that received only

ECE funds. The average pretest score for grade .

three students in ECE-only schools was 50.4
standard score points. The average post-test score
in suc ools was 53.8, a gain of 3.4 points more

. than would otherw1se have been expected in"one

year of instruction, While students in ECE-only
schools. typically scored close to or at the norm on
« the pretest, they exceeded the publishers’ norms
by 1.7 to 3.8 points at each grade level on the
post-test. This result suggests “that students in
_ECE-only schools were gaining Telative to pub-
lishers’ norms on norm-referenced reading tests.
Similar findings were reported in the cdhsolidated
evaluation reports for 1974-75 and 1975-76. On
the basis of 1974-75 data, attempts were made to

" limit the possxblhty of biased norms being respons-

ible for such significant gains. The statistical
procedures that were employed to mitigdte this
bias reduced the gains only slightly and confirmed

the finding of significant gains from pretest to .

post-test. A full discussion of within-year mea-
suring _of "achievement gams is presented in the
methodology sectlon of this report.

5

‘Mathematics. The data in Figure V-11 show that

students in ECE-only schools scored from 2.7 to
4.3 standard score pomts above the publishers’

' norms on the mathematxcs post-tests

All Schoofr-’fhat Received Compensatory
Education Funds

Some schoo]s received compensatory education .

funds (ESEA Title I and/or EDY funds) to provide
services to students with special educatiohal needs.
Many of these schools also received other funds,
such as ECE, bllmgual educatlon and MMier-Unruh
funds. »

, The achi vement scores presented in this section
are for fluent- Enghsh-speakmg students. The data

for limited-English-speaking students are dle(lSSed .

in a separate section.
Figure V-12 contains achievement data in read-
ing and mathematlcs for students in school pro-

grams suppotted by ESEA Titlé I and/or EDY

funds either solely or in combination with funds
from one or more of the other funding sources.

Reading. Students in schools that received com-
pensatory edu%atlon funds progrdssed at a rate
greater than that of the pubhshers norm group at
all grade levels. The largest gains in reading were in
grades one through six, with the gains in grade
three being the greatest. In grade three average

" student scores increased from 44.2 to 47.7, a gamn

ofj 3.5 standard score points. .

" Post-test scores were below the national average
at all grade levels. Post-test scores in grades one and
thr'ee were closest to the national average.

» i
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Mathematics The gain scores in mathematics for Mathematics. Across all grades participating stu-
students sshools that received compensatdry dents in schools that: received only ESEA Title 1
education funds were greater thag those of pub- funds typically gained 3.3 standard score points in
lishers’ norm ‘groups at all grades except grade » mathematics achievement. Although both pretest
eleven. Post-test scores were below the national and post-test scores were below the national
average Students in grades one through four made averagé at all grade levels, gains were greater than

the greatest gains in mathematics. More _specifi: thos{ of 'the publishers” norm group at every grade
" - cally, the greatest gains were made in grade one, except grade eleven. Participating students in grade
with the average score increasing from 45.2 on the one and grade three gained 7.9 and 7.7 standard
, ‘pretest ta 50.6 on the post-test, a diffsrence of 5.4 score points, respectively. :
standard score points. The amount of student gains R
decreased from elementary schools to secondary ESEA Title I Programs for Handicapped Students
schools. Students ingrade eleven showed a slight  2"d Neglected and Delinquent Youth

loss. The average ‘score in mathematigs in* grade During 1976-77 ESEA Title 1 funds were
eleven dropped from 42.2 to 42.0. provided to serve 35,946 students who qualified
7 ’ ’ for - servicés™in special compensatory education

= Schools That Received Only ESEA Title I Funds /- programs. These programs were provided under the a
) ’ auspices of the Departments of Education, Correc-

tions, and Healtfi; California Youth Authority;

offices of county superintendents of schools; and

school districts. ) !
Services were provided .for 5,146 handicapped

This sectign contains information about student
a{hievement in ‘s¢chool progr®ms supported by -
ESEA Title-1 funds only. Data for schools with
Titlg I funds to serve handicapped and neglected

and,_delinquent youth.are provided in a separate students in special schools operated by the Depart-
section. . I 5 ment of Education and in state hospitals operated
__ Figure V-13 contairtfsd4td 3 for grades one by the Department of Health; for 3,886 delin-
through . twelve. The reader hould note that quents in institutions operated by the California
relatively few secopdary schdols conducted. pro- - youun Authority; and for 314 felons in institutions - -
te grams. and that out-of-ievel festing' was conducted ~_ operated by the Department of Corrections. Local
n_many sgeondary schools. A comparison of~ <7 4 eational agencies-provided-services for 26,888
1976-77SCores with those from 1975-76 showed neglected and delinquent youth. The number of
that both ,the pretest.and post-test scores declined participants, by age and approximate grade span, in
slightly in schools that received only ESEA Title special compensatory, education programs sup-

funds. These declines may be the result of two ported by Title I fungds.is presented in Tale
factors: (1) more schools-were testing on an annual V-25. “

* (spring/spring) basis, in which case estimates of
gains are more conservative, and (2) improved data
collection procedures provided for the elimination

Programs for ha?zdicépped students in special
state schools. Programs at special state schools
of nonparticipant scores from the data pool. It has served studentS when local educational agencies

been determined that for previous reports, a few were unable to meet.the studpnts’ specific educa-
districts submitted d%ta for all'students rather than ~ {ional needs. The services provided at these schools ‘
just program participants at the secondary level. | mcludeq compr‘ehenswe diagnostic evaluathp and

Figure V-13 shows reading and mathematics coun§e11{1g services for the pare_n}s and famﬂxes"o‘f
achievement scores for students in programs sup- handlcapped studpnts. 'The SCh.OOIS also partici-
ported only by ESEA Title I funds. .“ . pated in prpfesswnal mterpshlp programs and . {

) . teacher training programs with the’ University of

Reading® Across all grades participating students California and the California State University and

in schools that received only ESEA Title I funds Colleges.

. typically'- gained 2.4 standard score points from . Six special state schools administered by the -
pretest to post-test. Their rate’ of progress was Department of Education received ESEA Title I
greater than that of the publishers* norm group. funds during 1976-77 to augment instructional .

_ " _Participating students in grades one through three 4pmgrams_.'£or_athe_nautologicauy;;handm;meq,~_._«‘_~:;
made the greatest gains from pretest to post-test. blind, and deaf. A total of 1,169 handicapped

Participating students ’in grades seven through students in special schools participated in such

twelve tended to have progressively lower gain instructional programs. Of that number, 100, or 9

scores. . ) ) percent, were-neurologically handicapped; 121, or
Y - 61 ] A
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10 percent, were blind; and 948, or 81 percent,
were ' deaf. Ptograms were in operation between
184 and 206 school days. Participants in the
schools for neurologically handicapped students
attended classes between three and nine months.
Students in schools for the deaf and the blind
attended classes for the full.school year. -
The Department of Health operated programs in
15 mental health facilities located throughout the
state. These pragrams operated between 200 days
and 365 days. The average period of attendancé for

LA

“the developmentally disabled was from 91t 12

months; for the mentally disabled it was from J to
8 months, Lo

The ESEA Title I aHocations to the Deparbmegt
of Health providedAor the establishment of ghpple-
mentary educational components in state ¥nd local
health treatment programs. A total of 3,818
handlcapped students participated in these activi-
ties. Of the student participants 2,263, or 59
percent, were developmentally disabled, those
whose special needs were_the result of emotional
stress, psychosis, drug abuse, or the like; and
1,303, or 34 percent, were mentally disabled.

14

"During 1975-76 a total jof 123

.

Compounding these functional limitations_ for
many students were secondary handicaps affectmg
vision, hearing, ambulation, and metabolism. Be-
cause of the severe nature of their emotional
disorders, the students’ *learning difficulties. cen-
tered around reading and listening, comprehension
of words and symbols, and writing and speaking.
The Neuropsychiatric Institute at the University
of California, Los Angeles, received ESEA Title I
monies to serve students: with e handicaps.
special needs
students received augmented mstr-uctlonal services
in this multidisciplin
dents were admitted to tHe institute on the basis.of
medical ‘referrals and accompanying problems of
personal adjustment The program was designed to
meet the unique needs of the students in terms of
both their emotional needs and their\a@emic
abilities. ~ _ ?

Programs for neglected and delinquent youth.
ESEA Title I programs served neglected and/or

delinquent students in a variety 'of special institu-
&nons The programs included those administered

~ . TABLEV2S v ,
Number of Handicappe Students and- Neg:‘ectedmd—Delmqnenrthh‘Partnclﬁ“tmg in T

ospital setting. All stu- .

- ’ - Progrims Funded by ESEA Title I, 1976-77
.‘_ . Approkimate grade level and age of studems o
Preschool Junior
. and kinger- Elementary | ° high . High
Ci | garten school schogl - school Adult
Agency or facility 2-5 yrs. 6—11 yrs. 12-14yrs. | 15-18yrs. | 19-21 yrs. Total
State Department of Education | », ’ ‘ ) o
Neurologically handicapped -0 48 - "t 38 13 1 100
Blind ; té \ 47 29 - .31 9 C121
* Deaf _ 251 218 431 36 . 948
. . { .
StateDepartiment of Health -0 .
.. Developmentally disabled 18 337 427 857 ., 624 2,263
Mentally disabled < .3 39 152 960 149 1,303
ucLA 8 . : ' R
Neuropsychiatric Institute 13 ¢ 53 31 26 ' 0 123 °-
Local educational agencies - ®
Neglected and delinquent 14 2,666 7,707 16,184 317 26,388
"California Youth Authority i 0 0, ss | 2658 |, 1473 | 3886
State Department of Corrections - . . '35 279 314
y i -
‘ - y y
Totals . o Tl 6 3,441 8,657 21,195 2,588 35,946

>
-
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by local edue&tlonal agenues thé California Youth
_Authority, dnd the Department of Corrections.
While complying with conditions neeessarlly
imposed by the institutions, each agency or.insti-
tution *was required” fo develop a comprehensive
educafional plan 8 its use of ESEA Title I funds,
this plan 1ncluded both 1nstruct10nal and

-1nstructlonal-support serv1ces for the students .

served. . .

The p mary objectlves of most programs for
negl<:<t‘,t"f-I and delinquent youth were to raise
acade

as a whole, To achieve these objectives, staffs in
many of fje intitutions concentrated on coun-
seling and on a diagnostic/prescriptive instructional
approach related to individual student needs.
Because of the short period of time spent in the

program by a majority of the participants, the.

interval between pretesting a\d post-testing was
not great enough to provide\ for a meaningful
interpretation of norm-referenced test result§. In
“addition,. the pretest and post-test results reported
for those participants-who had been five monthS or

more in the pragram represent such a m1nute
) percentage of those being served that any con-
clusions regarding improved performance would be
tentative at best: Improvement was reported in A the
areas of social and communication skills.

Programs administered by the California Youth.

Authority and the California Departm‘ent of =
*«g Corrections. ESEA /Title I funds are allocated eich

year for qualifying students consigned to "the
California Youth Authority (CYA) from both
juvenile and criminal courts and for those com-
_ mitted to the Department of Corrections.from
criminal courts. - - '

All students within these institutions are eligible
for service, but because of financial constraints,
only those persons identified as ‘most in need of
remedial instruction in reading and mathematics
are selected for participation in the program.

Programs administered by a local educational
agency. During the 197677 school year, 109,977
. negleefed and delinquent youth received educa-
_ tional services prov1ded‘by 170 public and private *
institutionseadministered at the- school districifor
county level. Of this number, 26,188 students

received additional educational services provided
under ESEA Title I. The number of students
served - listed by type of institution, age span, and
approximate gade level -is presented in Table

‘s

V-26.

achievement and to promote attitudinal
changes toward themselves, their peers,and society

[
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Of the total number of students served under

ESEA Title 1 programs administered by ~local

educational agencies, 773 (about 3 pereent) were

classified as being either limited- orf non-English-

speaking students, while 1,349 (about 1 percent)

of the total neglected and delinquent'population.

were. classified as bemg 11m1ted or, norPfing]ish
_speaking.

The avgrage length of’ partlcxpatlon mn programs
supported by ESEA Title I funds ranged from less
than three months for 73 percent of the students
to more than six months for..15 percen?\th"e
students. B

During 19 6-77, services were pro.v1ded to 4,200
students ift en,institutions operated by the Califor-
nia Youth Authority and three institutions operated
by the Department of Corrections.

The emphasrs in ESEA Title I programs._in these
institutions wasd on diagnostic/prescriptive instruc-
tion in reading, language,.and mathematics.

Schools That Reteived Only EDY :2,4(‘ , ‘
This section contains findings about the reading

sand mathematics - dchievement of students who

participated in EDY programs i schools in which -

" EDY monies -were the only categorical funds

re«cewed Very few schools received only EDY
"funds. - .. .

~Figure V-14 shows reading and m'athematics
achievemént for students in programs supported
only by EDY funds. - . .

" Reading. Across all grade levels participating

students in sehools that*received only Y funds .
gained 1.9 standard score points‘frop’the pretest

to the post-test, they progressed a rate greater
than the publishers’ norm group. Students m
grades one, through seven appeared to have made™
the greatest progress relative to the publishersnorm
group. -Too few schools reported data in grades
nine through twelve for a reliable interpretation of
the differences from the pretest to the:post-test.

Mathematics.. Stardard scores in mathematics

achievement are shown in Figure V-14 for partici-
pating students in grades one through eleven in
school programs supported solely by EDY funds,
No scores were available for grade twelve students.
Post-test standard scores were higher than pretest
scorés for all grade levels except grade.eleven. An
analysis of the welghted average of standard score
gains  across grades” revealed that participating
students in EDY-only’ schools gaxﬁed 2.4 standard
score pomts

.
. R
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All Schools with Programs for Limited.-

o

Figures V-15-and V-16 show pretest and post-

[ 4

~ and Non—EnghshSpealung Students *test standard scores in reading\and mathematics.
! This section of the report includes information ~_ achievement, respectively, for “firfited-English-
about the following: " speaking students in school prog@supported by

® Reading and mathematics achievement of conso}idated fundipg sources. Limited-English-
\ timited-En olish-speaking students who partici- $peaking students were deterr‘nined to have limited
‘ ated in schoolp o gm supported bp con: English-language fluency at the time of the pretest.’l
. th idated fundin pso ﬁgess Supp y Accordingly, tlzese scores for limited-English- .

° Rea ding and nglaihematlcs achievement of speaking students would not be the sole index of

. limited-English-speaking students w partm- these students’ _cognitive skills. Their scores”on

ted in sch lsp ms s rted b reading and -mathematics tests written in Enghsh

pa Schoo, progra uppo y may be lower than average becatise of the diffi-

. gual education funds only . . culty they have reading the test questions. . # X
“All scho6ls that receive ECE, ESEA Title I, No ddta are presented below for non-English-
, EDY, or bilingual education funding are required speaking students. Until suitable measuring instru-
to. address the needs of limited- and non-English- ments are available in the primary ldnguage of
speaking students in preparing their comprehensive  non-Englis -speaking students, attempts to mea-
program plans.* The bilingual education- com- sure the adhievement of non-English-speaking stu-

ponent of the school program is “to include

. dents in basic skills would be inappropriate.
fluent-English-speaking students and limited- and

non E"glt‘SSh speaking students as progam poigne  Figure v-‘g' shows that Limited- ,
participan , English-speaking stude scored .below the
‘. “Whether or not it receives consolidated fundir;g, each school natlonal average in readmg at all gr ade levels. As

with an enrollment of ten or more hmited- or non-English-speaking, stated preWOUSly’ however, » one can exPeCt the
students at a particular grade level is required to provide an pretest scores of limited-English-speaking students
instructional program to address the,educational needs of these to be Substantlauy below the natlonal average ,

students.-Since nonfunded schools are not required to submit Form .
E-127P evaluation data, however, such schools are not represented because of thesstudents’ limited language ﬂuency

© e m thxs report. at the time of the pretest. . ~
I} - k . ~
& . ’

- : ¢ . . \
TABJE V-26 , ‘ - )

. Neglected and Delinquent Students in Local Educational Agency Programs
‘ Served by ESEA Title I, 1976-77

~"._‘i - i * v
. - Number of students served, by -grade level and-age of students
% | Preschool and . Junior high *
Iypeol' .| kindergarten |. Elementary * school High school Adult
program - ~2-5years 6- 11 years 1214 years |[~15-18 years | 19-21 years Total
Delinquents in g ’ % .
vourt schools - | . o~ 353 1911 « 4,108 314 6,686
~ < < . v
Delinquents not{ L . i
in court schools 0 717 : 2,886 . - 8,071 / 3 11,677
Progtams serving . ’ : . .
both neglected - _ , ~ Y - _ -
and debinquent ' . \ . T~
Progriums serving ) A o . ) . ..
only nglcclcd - 14 . 1;154 2,292 . 3,055 0 6,512
Tutonal* 0 . 445 618 ™ 950 0 2,013
Total 14 . - 2,666 7,707 16,184 . 317 26,888
* futoral .m:m:mcc for bbtl;nc;dcctcd and dehinquent students in addition to their regular school program )
. & : N
- - - 9 . :
Q . 6 5 - ) ’ - .
) i e .
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Fig. V-1S. Pretest and post-test standard scores in reading achievement, by gradé level, for limited-English-
speaking students in school programs supported by consolidated funding sources, 1976-77
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~whether "a student’s

The llmlte(’l}ngllsmspeakmg students’ post,test
scores were also below the national average at als
grade levels. These and the gain scores between the
pretest and post-test are perhaps even more diffi-
cult to interpret than the ‘pretest scores. Without
more information it is impossible to, determine
improvement between the

pretest and the post-test was the result of improve-'

ment in the skill areas that the test was designed to
- cover or, in English-language fluency skills. Most
likely, the gain was the result.of improvement in
both language fluency and, achievement. Whatever
these gams represent, ;the, pattern they show is’

‘encouraging,  The rdte of growth between the

pretest and the post-test was greater than the usual

growth shown in one year at a grad’e levels except
grades one and ten.
TN

Mathematics. Figure V-16 shows that the mathe-
matics scores of limited- Engllsh-speakmg students
were below the national average at all grade levels
on both the pretest and the post-test. The reader
should note, however, that at most grade levels
these mathematlcs scores were several points higher
than the corresponding reading test scores. In part,
this" differénce car be attributed to the fact that

. students with limited language fluency can answer
more of the items on the mathematics test because
less reading is required than on the readmg test. At
all grade levels the gain scores Wwere above the

o

national norms, and at most grade levels they were -

substantlally hlgher b

4

[y
r

N

N -

Schools That Received Only Bilixlgual Education Funds

Most schools that received bilingual education
funds also received support from one or more of
the other consolidated,funding sources. A few
schools, however, received only bilingual education
funds. Flgures V-17 and V-18 show the reading'and
mathematics achievément, respectively, of-limited-
English-speaking students who participated in

school programs supported by bilingual educations . .

funds only. So few students participated in these
school programs—at most grade levels fewer than
ten schools are represented—that no attempt
should be made to draw. any statewide program
inferences. In both reading and mathematics,
pretest and’ post-test scores
national average; and the gain scores, while 1n. most
cases positive, showed no consistent pattern.

Schools That Received Only Miller-Unruh Funds

" Schools that receive funds only tHrough the
Miller-Upruh Basic Reading Act are not required to
submit pretest and post-test achievement data for
participating. students. Thus, no separate infor-
mation "on thegperformance of such_students 1s
available for analysis. Schools that received Miller-
Unruh funds and funds through other consolidated
application funding sources submitted pretest and
post-test student achievement data for all partici-
pating students. The analysis of« these data 1s
presented in_ the sections eatitled “All Schogls with
Consolidated Application Fundmg" and “‘Multiple-
Funded Schools ”? :

<. \

were below- the***
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VI. Special Findings |

. The findings report%[:‘valuatzon Reporl of
ECE, ESEA Title Y, 1975-76 indicated

that in some schools, third grade readihg scores, as

determined by the Galifornia Assessment Program
were declining. Specifieally, the findings indicated
that “in schools whose entering students averaged

between the 21st and the 99th percentiles on the:

1973-74 Entry Level Test, grade’ three reading
achievement improved markedly beyond predicted
levels after three years in ECE."! In contrast, “in

schools whose entering students averaged below
the 20th percentile on the 1973-74 Entry Leyel
Test, grade three reading achievement declined
relative to prediction after three years i
>Among the schools whose entering
averaged Welow the 20th percentile on thé 1973-74

_Entry Level Test, not all had grade three reading

L}

scores that each year were ingrebsingly lower than
the predicted average score. In some schools grade
three reading achievément scores increased relative
to the predicted score over the three-year pt;nod
In fact, of the schools whose students averaged in

the lowest 20 percent on the 1973-74Entry Level

Test, 110 sliowed increases in residual scores, 146

-showed decreases, and 121 showed no change.

While the overridipg purpose of the Depart-
ment’s spécial study and the research conducted b
SRI International ‘was to determine why the
average scores declined for some schools below the
20th percentile on the Entry I evel Test, informa-
tion about schools whose average scores ‘increased
was alsp considered. ’

* Perhaps the most important question dealt with
in the special study was “What circumstances are
associated with decline or improvement in third
grade student reading achievement?” Two co ple-
mentary research strategxes were selected for use in
answering this' - questlon. (1) ‘a_ traditional

-

_\._.__

Evatuanon Report of ECE, ESEA(Tu},e I and EDY, 1975-76.
Sacramento 'Califotnia State Department of Education, 1977, p.
36.

2Epatiation Report, p. 36.

. ¢ .
hypothesis-testing study of variables w1thiﬂ%lass-
rooms, which was conducted by SRI'Internatidnal,
and (2) a series, of case studies of 16 schogls—eight
schools with increasing average third grade reading

. scores and eight schools with decreasmg scares—

CE."?
dents

_ employed.

conducted by the -Department.
The SRI International study was de51gned to
identify classroom processes related to changing

test scores among the schools whose students -

averaged in the logest 20 percent on the 1973-74
Entry Level Test. The research strategy employed
in the study provided for idegtification of relation-
ships between proc#sses within classrooms and
student achievement, but it did net provide for an
,exammatlon of processes at the school level.
Therefore, a second research strategy, the school
case studies conducted by the Department, was

So that the ﬁnd;mgs#wpuld_ represent the

" strengths of both strategies, an overlapping sample

B
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of schools was used in the stutlies. Seven of the 14
schools in ‘the SRI International study were also
included in the Department of Education’s. case
studies. All schools in both studies were also ECE
scho

mary of the findings from both studies. A detailed
report of #e studies will be published separately a$
a companion document to this report.

. Special Case Studies

Department of Eduéation personnel, working in
pairs as observers, conducted spetial case studies at
16 schools: The schools were selected on the basis

of several critefia, including (1) having been in the.

lowest 20 percent of schools on the 1973- 14 Entry
Level Test, and (2) having shown an increase or a
decline in third grade reading achievement on the
California Assessment ‘Program tests from 1973 to
1976.

An individual case study report was prepared fér
each school\wsned Each report intluded the

observers
' 14

2 N -

, The mformatlo‘n that follows represents a sum- i

’. explanation of why test scores had -




.

’

changed in the school. Findings and implications
across schools were developed later.

Several lrmrtatlons of, the case study method-
ology impinge ‘upon the interpretation of the
> out es of the case studies. Generalrzatrons
der%mc-‘i.l from the studres"&e limited to the popula—
uon of the schools in the study sample. however,
both the findings and the ‘implications may be

., apphcable to a broader population.

Another limitation is the reconstruction of past
events. The usefulness of the sré¥onstruction was
dependent upon the quality and gquantity of
historical data gathered in the schools, which, in
turn, were subject tq varying degrees of staff
turnover and accuracy of memory.

An important ‘distinction should also be noted
between a case study and a tradifional statistical
study: In the case study, unlike the statistical
study, the significance of the findings and implica-
tions'ts not related’to the frequency with which an
event occurred. .

The major findings of the case studies and their
implications are presented below under the follow-

.

7
\

l. Teachers, principals, parents, and children did
thmgs only because they believed that some-
one else’ (the state, for example) required

. them to do so; they did not see themselves
functioning in terms of an intended purpose.
For example, some individuals saw the school-
level plan as a proposal required to Jbtamn
., outside funding rather than as the documenta-
tion of a planning process, the purpose of
which was to improve fhe effectweness of the
educational program. ¢
2. Teachers,  principals, and parents wanted .to
comply with such exhortation$ as “meet the
needs of each ckild,” but they- did not know
how to do so. -

3. Incentives that were designed at the state level
to effect reinforcement of the intent of ECE
were misused for unrelated local purposes
that*+often were tied to school or distnct
politics or to the pnorities of persons 1n key~
positions.

4. Some information ‘was not available to people
with operational responsibility, such as the

ing headings (1) Understanding of the Intent of
Early Childhood Education; (2) Leadership and
Management of Change; (3) Expectations of
- Teachers and Administrators: (4) Staff Develop-
ment: (5) Teaching and Learning in the Instruc-
tional Program; (6) Curriculum: and (7) Evalua-
uon. These topics were selected becatise of their

»

© uniqueness. within schools and their commonality

across schools and because the observers believed
. that aspects of each affected’student achievement .
in some way. ) . e

L}
L

C o
Understanding of the Intent of Early Childhood Education

.The findings related to understanding of the
intent of early childhood educatron and the impli- .
cations of those findings are discussed below.  °

Fzrfdmgs Thé observers determined that the

* translation of the intent of early childhood educa-

tion into educational experiences for children was .
impeded by the lack of understanding of many
people about the intent-of ECE. Breakdowns in
communication were found ¢o be common in
.schools withs decreasing: averafe reading achieve-
ment scores. In schoals with increasing average
scores, commumcatl_on breakdowns were far less
frequent. In- most” schools with increasing average
scores, the observers noted a_genergl sense of
educational purpose that supported some of the ¢*
speclfic purposes of ECE. Some other findings
were the follQng . . .

. . %

X

- tions from state, district, and staff develop-

principal, teachers,”and aides. Communica-

ment - program personnel tended to be
. abstract, impersonal, and difficult to relate to
problems in the classroom and the school. *

Implications. The implications of the above
findings are as follows

® School, drstm.t and state acco{mtabrlrty pro-
cedures shoutd focus more sharply on the
purposes of educatron,m general and of ECE °
in particular. Teo often, accountability be-
comes a matter of*doing somet#fing to “‘look
good,” Such -as keeping records on studénts
but not using them. | . <
Supportrve services to teachers aides, princi-
pals, and other school ®staff should be
designed more carefully for their respective
users. Many school personnel need to be told
“how to” and in terms with which they are
familiar. They need to know what to do in
their own worlds. Teachers, parents and
prificipals need to be better informed about
» ECE—what the options are, what the responsi-
bilities are, what services are available, and
generally what.to expect. . .
Cgﬁmumcatlon—whether wntten or oral,

P

'Y

fr the state, from the district, or from
ittNn the school—should be more frank and'
~  .personal, and the empbhasis should\oe on the
primary role of human beings in the educa-

» .

i)
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tional ptocesses. ,Too much of the infor-
matibn received by téachefs, parents and
chﬂdren is couched in' the abstrac’)anguage of
“programs,”
understand what they are to do

.
]

Leadership and Management of Change

The findings related to leadership and manage-
ment of change .and the implications of those
findings arg discussed below

. Fmdmgs. The importance of leadershlp in
managing change effectively was demonstrated at
both the school and district levels. In three schools
with increasing student achievement in reading,
district-Ibvel leadership served as a supportive force
in the introduction and implementation gf new
progtams, at a school with decreasing achiev¢ment,
district-level leadershlp proved to be an obstacle or
dlsn}ptlve force. School-level leadership emerged
frequently as either a positive or negative factor.
In four schools with i iRcreasing achievement, the
7 principal clearly @hibited positive leadershlp,
two schools groups of teachers assumed school-

.

which does n0t<help people

~ good

' §
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other things, close contact and irfivolvement
with those who have operatlonal responsi-
bility for implementing decisions, such as
teachers and aides; mutual trust and respect;
anticipatory planning; and support for on-
going skills development. These and other
leadership characteristics should be
fostered through personnel practi®s and
policies, especially through the appointment
of school principals, and .through staff devel-
opment programs specifically designed to

> improve the leadership capabilities of those in

leadership roles at the school district, and
. state levels.
" @ The leadership potential of a core group of
teachers at a school should be acknowledged
and supported where possible, perhaps
through the participatory planning features of
ECE. * .
® The role of the district’ in improving school
programs should be clarified. .

Expectations of Teachers and Administrators

level leadership in managjng change and in one
school the resource teacher emerged as the leader.
haracteristics of positive leadership appeared to
be{|) walespréad involvement and delegation of
decision-making responsibility* to those charged
with’ i lementmg decisions; (2) mutual trust in
and respest for the competence and judgment of
" others; (3) anticipatory planning; and (4) sapport
. .for ongoing skills development and learning.
., By contrast, at “most of the schools in which
achxeveme*had declined,’ either no leadership or
: negatwe dership characterlstxcs were noted.
Authoritarian principals created an atmosphere of
repression at swo schools. In other'\%ﬁgofs the
absence of effective leadership was illustrated by a
lack of planning for changing school populations
(pamcularly for large-influxes of Spanish-speaking
pupils) until' a crisis situation developed and by a
lack of leadership in matters pertaining to the
! selectlon and, implementation of curricula ,and
classroom orgamzatlon

4

- <

Implzcanons The miphcatxons .of the above
o findings are as follows: - )

® Changing school programs mea}s above all
changing people’s ways of doin§ things. Good
leadership, regardless of its soukge (principal,
reading coordmator teachers, or district-level
personnel) ‘is fundamental The” potential
damage from poor leadership is equally
important. Good leac{ershlp entails,

among

The findings related to teachers’ expectations
"and the 1mp11cat10ns of those findings are discussed
below.

Fmdings.’Fgom their school visits the observers
‘concluded that teachers’ expectations for and
beliefs about the children they taught often seemed.
to influence the children’s learning and that
administrators’ expectations of teachefs’ perfor-
mance seemed to affect the performance wof
teachers. . -

The expectations of teachers for their pupils
were reflected in various ways. (1) their percep-
tions of the childreri-and their abilities; (2) their
selection of curricular material, and (3) their

. standards for pupil performance. In schools in
which teachers believed that the children had poor
atal language skills and “many problems,” the

children performed poorly. At a school in which a

teacher referred to non-English-speaking.children

as being bright and learning quickly, the children
performed well. Decreasing scores were noted in
schools in which the curriculum required little
more than low-level tasks, such as rote responses.

Increasing scores were noted in schools that had

comprehensive curricula and in which mastery and

competence wére expected and demanded.

Where teachers were held accountable for theyr
pupils, performance and given accurate informa-
hc& about that performance, their behavior was
“more likely to have a positive effect on pupils’ test
scores. %




- The differences in the characteristics and back-
gIqunds of the children at the schools. visited were
at, but the differsnices in teachers’ perceptions
of and beliefs abeut the children were even greater.
The observers' ‘conslyded that the attitudes and
expectations of teachdys and other adults were
significant*factors in ils’ improying or declining
in reading performa

findings are as follows: -

Implications. The 1mplu,at/ms of the above:

® The expectations for what children can learn

need to be raised in many schools, especially

. those with a high minority population. This

. includes the teachers’ expectations with regard
to the following: oo

1. The types of activities (reading and writing
words, sentences, and paragraphs rather
than just filling in the blanks, making rote
responses, playing games, \domg puzzles,
and the like)

. The pace of each child’s progress (each
“child g optimal progress corisistent

1

practices to the new prog\ram; (b) the training
program was adequately comprehensive; and
(c) the teachers' were committed to the _
program. By contrast, the two meffectl‘ye
staff development programs were “forced on”
reluctant and antagonistic teaching staffs by
authoritarian administrators.

The effectiveness of ongoing inservice train-
ing programs that were closely tied to the
instructional program was attributable, to a
large degree, to the fact that they were
people-specific; that is, aides were trained for “
the aide’s job, and’teachers were trained for
the teacher’s job. The training included details
abdut what to do in the-glassroom. Training
was. provided in frequent sessions throughout
‘the school year. .

. Inservice training designed to improve the
staff’s abilities to serve ethnic and language
minorities. Most of the schools that were
studied had significant minority populations,
but at .only four did the qbservers note
insetvice training programs designed to

with the child’s development _rather than
each child working as slowly as he or she
desnres)

. The quality of the ch11dren s work (regard-
less of the type or level of work, good
workmanship rather than half-hearted,
sloppy efforts) .

vor

Staff Development . ‘ ' .

The findings related to staff development and’

the implications of those ﬁndmgs are described
‘below. .

Findings. Three basic types of staff deve10pment

programs were noted in the case’ studles

1. Ongoing insé?vice training closely tied to the

instructional program. In five schools this

type of program was found to have an effect .

on staff behavior and classroom practisgs. The
programs | had a strong “how to” emphasis and
were an Integral part of the operation,of the
school. Extensive classroom follow-up was
-also conducted. In three schoalg the gbservers
noted that the inservice trammg rogram also
had a positive effeet on pupil perfrmance; in
two schools théy determined t
on pupll performance was ne
Theé programs that had a posisive inflyence
on pupil performance were characterized by
the following: ,(a) the training helped the
teachers adapt *their existing instructjonal

t the impact .

improve statf members”™ abilities to serve
ethnic and-language minorities. The observers
did note that courses in multicultural under-

. standing had a positive effect on the achieve-

-t ment of limited- and non-English-speaking

students. Three schooels offered Spanish lan-
guage courses for teachers.

. Inservice training*programs on a variety of
topics that were not specificglly related to
teachers’ responsibilities. These were non-
specific presentatlons that were - usually
-desngned‘ for a general audience of educators.

Thelr impact-on teacher behavior and perfor--
¢ mance was negligible. .

Although a ?orm of inservice training,
informal exchenges Among teachers as they worked

* together to plan the kindergarten through grade

three program were, found to be of significant
value. The world of the self-contained classroom
,has been opened up to fellgw teachers, aides, and.
parents. In some instances this openness. fostered

-, an increase in, the sharing of ideas, techniques, and

materials and in commitment. In other cases this
opennes¥ resulted in msec;mty, retrenchment, and
asharing of excuses.

Implications. The* 1mp11catlons ‘of. the abqve

. findings are as follows:

# Staff development programs at the school
level should be more cloSel‘y tied to the
_tinstructional prégram.fFollo‘w-up in the form

4
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. . . ,
of observations in the classroom and feedback media, materials, or learning stations, (2) diagnosis -
to teachers and aides on their performance of pupil needs was an integral part of the program,

“ should be included. The emphz?sﬁ} should bé not an external activity, (3) prescription flowed

~ on helping teachers and aides to do their jobs grom diagnosis and included instruction by teachers / ‘
better. Ideally, training sessions should be (or aides) rather than just a-matching of upils
conducted frequently and should inglude and materials; and (4) monitoring of the chlﬁgn §
demonstrations involving children. ability to use new concepts was a part of the

"« instructional program, .

Student performance improved in those schools
in which learning centers were used for purposes of
reinfor#ing students’ skills. No success was noted in
those schools in which teachers relied on curricular
materials for instruction (as in a correspondence
course). When children’s work was not corrected or

® Staff development should bre an integral part
of school opelations, not merely an additional
or external actiwty.

® Inservice training should be des1gned to help

teachers integratd new programs with ex1stmg

practices. ’

g;afindyeviori? latr a::;:lt:gs :‘;‘:u:gc?gstl;:cg? evaluated for long periods of time, their early ,
others. - - mlsunderstandmgs were-reinforced through repetl- '
. o Staff, develo t hould f tion, which resulted in poor performance.
pmen programs should foster a.
" clear sense of purpose and comimitment to the Implxcatféns The implications of the above
' program. findings are as follows: ) .
® Staff developmenf activities that are not ® Initial teaching should be done by the teacher "
specifically related to the planned instruc- (or some other person) rather than by nfeans |
g = _ tional program of the school should receive a of media, materials, or learnirig statidhs. v
___ lower prierity and 4 sinaller ‘allocation of ® Diagnosis should -be an integral part of teach- - — -
resources than thosg ictivities that are ‘ing. and learning rather than an external ™ .
directly related to the instructional program. " activity. The teacher should pay close atten- .

J Conferences, workshops on tangential topics, _tion to how, each child responds to instruction:
workshops of a gen.e.ral nature, and outside and should make occasional informal assess-
con‘sultants not familiar with the school pro= - ‘ments of the child’s progress. The teacher . m
gram should supplement the basic staff devel- . should use the children’s work as a pnm’afy

) opmenteffort . ) i source of diagnostic information. .
, @ Personnel at the state, county, district, and ® Prescriptions should generally include instruc:
i school levels should work together to identify tion by the teacher; they should not- ber
‘the kinds of know-how that teachers and limited to a designation of appropriate
principals need and to ensure that such‘! « ' instructional materials.
. knowledge is widespread. ® The child’s ability tQ.use new skills and
o Workshops at all levels should be devoted . concepts in a variety of contexts, such as
equally to protiding know-how and clarifying . using readihg skills to read a science book,
purpose in relatjon to the content area. . should be monitored. Reteachmg should be
Teaching and Learning in the Instructxonal Program ' .o proy 1ded°when approprlate. '
The findings related to téaching and learning in o . '
the instructional prograim and the implications- of Curriculum ‘ . :
those findings are described below. . The findings related to curriculym and the e
Findings. Individualization of instructional pro- _ implieations of those findings are described below. <
grams had positive effects on student achievement - \Findings. Reading scores declined®in those
in those instances in, which people prov1ded schools in which the curriculum consisted entirely .
instruction. Negative effects were noted in thase or mostly of reading. Scores increased in those
cases in which instruction was provided primarily ‘ schools in which students had ample opportumtyas
by means of materials, $uch as self—teachmg mate- to, apply their readmg skills in other durrigalar "
rials. : élas The schools in which reading scores increased
'In schools in Wthh test scores mcreased the were characterized by the. following. (1) teachers

@ was done by people rather than by means df of the curriculum was appropriate to th® particular

observers noted the following: (1) initial teaéhmg, y were committed to the programs, (2) the ?tent
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needs of the pupils; for example, the content was
sufficiently comprehensive and could be adapted
to meet the specigl needs of pupils, including
limited- and non-English-speaking children; and (3)
the implementation of the curriculum was accom-,
panied by effective staff development and follow-
up activities.

"A decligle in reading scores was noted in tho,
schools in which strong emphasis was placed on
decoding and phonetic analysis and little emphasis
was pldced on such integrated skills as comprehen-
sion and composition. .

Implications. The ‘implications of the above
** findings are as follows:

® Students should have ample opportunity to

apply their reading skills"in a variety of’

curricular aréas.
® Within the reading program a variety of
reading skills sipuld be taught.

® Steps should be taken to ensure teacher ,

" test scores are assessments of different aspects of

_ _commitment. tovprograms.g eachers should be
involved in the selectio { terials and——

programs.
® The curriculum should be such that the needs
of all students can be ma#.
. [ -
Evaluation . )
" The findings related to evaluation and the
implications of those findings are de's/cribed below:

Findings. Four problemé were noted in the area
of evaluation in all schools in the study: (I) school
personnel had minimal information or incorrect

information about: the tests and test results Q)

&chool personnel failed to use the mforn'latlon that
was available; (3) monitor apd review ratings and

the school operation, and ‘school personnei®had
difficulty mtegratmg and mterpretmg both types
of information; and (4) the~meéans “available for
identifying and assessing the progress of limited-
English- speak'ing andnon- English-spgaking childsén

and for evaluating bilipgual education prograrqs'

were inadequate. «
"Personnel at several schools could not recall the

“ Califorriia Assessment Program reading fests, and

néne of the teachers who were interviewed had
seen the test results. Many teachers and administra-
tors did not distinguish between the Cglifornia
Assessment Program tests.and the standardized
tests’ that they administered. In two instances
school personnel believed test scores had decreased
when, ,in fact, they had increased. In another
school the reverse of this situation was noted

~
o

.
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Observers found only one instance in which ae
program had been modified as a result of either the
monitor and review evaluation or the California
Assessment Program test results. )
The use of an English-language test to* measure
the progress of students yhose primary reading
instruction was provided in Spanish was found to

)ev . /f’ serious problem. .

Implications. The implications of the above
findings are as follows:

:® School personnel should be instructed iri how
to use tesfs and test results in the district, in
the schoolf and in the classroom.

® The. relatjonship of the strategic' implementa-
tion components of ECE=planning, imple-
mentation, and internal and external program
quality review—neéds to ‘be stated more
explicitly. - A

® The relationship between’ program manage-
ment and ewaluation should be clarified at the
—school fevel. School personnel do not seem

} to view programs-in terms of peo"‘le and
behaviors.

_“® In some schools with full bilingual educatlon
programs, heavy ‘emphasis is
instruction in the students’ primary language

5 dunng their’ early years of elementary school;
in’ the later years emphasis is placed on
instruction in English. A need exists for some

-~

way of d%essing the students’ progress during ,
both phases;of their educatlon
e -

Classroom Processes Evaluation Study

The study conducted by SRI lnternatlonal was
designed *to, examine classroom processes that
might be relatedigo stu ts’ reading achievement,
The study sample, whi¥®® consisted. of 45 third-
grdde ‘classroomd in 14 schools, was drawn from
the same group of schools that the Department
used in its special case studies. All schools had been
partmpants in. ECE since 1973 or 1974. The

average score of each school on the 1973-74 Entry ~

Level Test was at or below "the 20th percentile.
Half the schools had had increading residual scores,

" on the California Assessment Program third grade
. readmg test over a three-year period, and half had

_had decreasing residual scores over the same
period. Theschools wereralso seleoted on the basis
,of high or low concentrations of,, lrrmted- and
nonvEngllsh-speakmg children.

Carefully trained obse;vers spent two days n
each third grade classroom. They recoxded data on
"the Classroom Observatlon Instrument. This ihstru-

. .
[

Fop ey . -

I

placed on °

-




ment allowed for the collection of three types of

iriformatiory ,
1. Classroom summary informgation—Classroom
. summary information includéd the number of

-~ children enrolled, the number present on the
observation day, the number of teachers and
aides assigned to the classroom, the number
of volunteers or visitors present, and the
length of the school day.- -

¢ egvuonment information pertained to the
‘classroom setting, including the presence and
use of specific ‘'equipment, instructional mate-

desks and tables and their patterns of place:
ment; pupil seating (whether assigned or
self-selected); and pupil groups (whether
assigned or self-selected).
3. Classroom procedure information—Classroom
<. procedure information dealt with classroom
processes and structure and interaction in the
,classroom. Activities were described in terms
————of—the—distﬂbuhon—o‘—cmldrerraﬁdadults ata
particular time, child and adult grouping
patterns, adult roles, child involvement, and
materials used. A five-minute observation was
made of the activities, grouping, and inter-
action of a presélected “‘focus” person; and a
‘five-minute process observation was madé of
that perzn.. The observations were made
. several tilnes each hour.

The information derived from’the observatichs
*included’ mformatlon about '‘who did what to
whom and hew. From the observations a large
number of classroom process variables were iden-
tified. From California Assessment Programyread-

. measure was calculated for each ¢lassroom’in the
study. Also, an averageé absence rate was deter-
" mined for each cldssréom from pupil attendance
, data. The achievement measure and absenge rates
were each analyzed in'terms of their relatioriships
with the classroom process varjables.
Fmd\mgs T ‘o, g - v
Several analyses were carried out fo study the
. instructional processes used in the sample class-
rooms. Schools with increasing average scores were
compared vsgth thosé with decreasing s«.ores\ Class-
room process variables. and reading score correla-
tional patterns were examined. Because classrooms
. within the sample varied greatly with respect to
reading pretest scorés and with respect to gain

f] ‘

2. Physical environment znformatzon Physical

rials, games, toys, and displays; the ‘types of,

ing test data; a reading achievement dependent,

.

78

T ) o i

scores, subgroups within thé sample were com-

. pared. Finally, the relationship between absenc

rates and instructional process variables w
examiped.

The 20 classrooms in schools with mcreasmg
scores were compared to the 25 classrooms in
schools with decreasing scores to determine the
flative occurrence of the process variables in the
two sets of classrooms. Although 76 variables were
found to differ significantly between the two
groups, two problems made interpreting the differ-
ences difficult.” First, although efforts were made
to determine matched sample$ of schools, demo-
graphic d1fferences between the samples did exist,
dnua
differences were impossible to make. Second, and
most important were the significant differences

~within schools (between classrooms) in both

achievemenf and process variables. When the differ-
}ac}es between classrooms within schools are
greater than those between groups of schools,
those between* groups of schools cannot be
explained as readily. )

Several analyses of the relationships between_
reading achievement_scores and classroom mstruc-
tional procéss vari les were conducted. Since wide
variations éxisted among the classrooms studlejﬂ
terms of pretest (in this case, second grade) reading
scores, the pret ,st differences were taken into

account in the analyses.

'

Within the classrooms studied the lower the 5
* ratio of students to adults was, the higher the

achievement test scores were. How teachers
orgamzed their classrooms, used aide§, and grouped
chlldren had a relationship to readmg achievement.
The data indicated that teachers ‘should assign
. students to work groups rather than allo them to
select their own groups or places,to sit during work
time. Scores were higher in <lassrooins in” which

adults worked with children'in small groups than

they were in those in which adults worked with
children on a one-to-one basis. This finding does
not mean that teachers &r.aides should not work |
with one child at a time; it indicates only that
within a normally functioning classroom, effi-
ciency-is not achieved when much bf- the reading
time involves working with only one s,tuderx at a
time. In many instances, when adults spend a great
deal of time with®individual$, other children are
snoOt able to continue their reading tasks because
they lack the necessary direction and supervision.
For some of the time, teachers were not involved.
wvith the children. They graded pdpers, prepared
lessons, talked with other adults, prepared art

s
-

-

tsforthe effects—of-the————

e




72

classrooms in which such situations occurred most
ofen; scores were low. M

Activities and materials were also analyzed in
terms of reading achievement. The more time
children spent sharing ideas and participating in
group discussions, the lower their post-test scores

materials, or were ?ft of the room. In those

were. One should not infer that time should not be'

spent in group discussions. The time spent in such
activities should not be so great as to leave too
little time for reading. The more time children read

or the more time that was spent on readifig, the «

higher the test scores were.
Several materials or resources had a positive

- -,

* children exhibited’ negative o

‘on the basis_of the level of t

Tetationsiip with  the past-tept_scores, including
instructional charts, achievement charts, and
instructional games. Basic equipment and instruc-
tional materials were significantly related to gains.

The use of noninstructional games was negatively®

related to achievement gains.

A third area in which classroom \;yiables were
analyzed in terms of reading achievement was the
types of interactions that occurred between teacher
and child. ~

A very direct method of instruction had a

_ positive correlation with the post-test score. In

such a method the teacher provides instruction and
asks the children direct questions about the sub-
ject, the children respond, and the teacher provides
feedback, letting each child know whether the
response was acceptable. The correlation between
reading achievement and acknowl&gment and
corrective feedback for responses to qqestlons was
especially high. .

The more children asked questions, the higher
their scores were. Scores were higher in those
classrooms in which adults responded with adirect
question than they were in those classes in which
adults responded by supplylng the answer. , -

In thosé instances in which adults and children
were most often involv€d.in nonacademic inter-
actions, the reading/test scozes were low. Test
scores were also /low. in rooms in which
ptive behavior.
s were grouped
average pretest
scores (students average’ score) and the average
gain in score between the pretest and the post-test

For another analysis class

. Two groups, both of which had medium to high

pretest scores, were selected for comparison. QOne
group showed little or no gain from the pretes to
the post-test.

The other group did show some gain. The group
that shewed gains differed from the group that

. “ ‘ %
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showed no gains in a number of ways. The average
class size in the no-gain group was twice that of the
gain group. The ratio' of students to teacher was
much lower in the gain group (approximately 6:1)
than it was in the no-gain group (approximately
13.1). The difference in this ratio could account
for much of the difference in test scores, but the
manner in which the teachers and aides worked *
with the children was of primary impartance.

The two groups_differed in terms of instruc-
__tional processes in sevdal impottant ways. In the
gdin group the teachers genérally ‘provided instruc-
tion to" small groups and used a direct approach in
their teaching. They made great use of educational
equipment and materials,, including .audiovisual
equipment. During nonacé.d

often asked open-ended questlons and the chlldren
- often made extended Tesponses.

In the no-gain classrooms, the teachers often
worked with one®child at a time, and thé other
children worked independently. Arts and crafts
and drama activities were more frequent. Teachers
were less often directly involved with children, and
the children exhibited more negative behavior.

A high rate of absence was a problerh for
teachers and students. THe average absénce" rates
for the 45 classrooms ranged from 1.0 to 22.5 da
per student. The relationships between classroom

—y variables and student absence®rates were analyzed

High pretest and post-test scores were noted in.’
classroom that had low absence rates.

-The number of aides in the classrgom and the °*

.ratio of students to adults was related to the
student. absence ‘rate. -The lower the ratio of |
students to adults, the lower f absgnce -rate\
More absences were noted 1n oms in which
_stationary dgsks were placed in rows and students
‘were assigned to seats than ¢gere noted in classes

. with~different seatlng patterns and t’eqanements

Several vanables in the orgamzatlon of student
groups and the responsibilities of. the adults were
related to absence Yates. Children in classrooms in
which the adults warked, with one child at a time
were absent less often .
which the.adults worked with children on most
other bases. Students were also absent less often in
classrooms in which adults observed often or

s attended to small groups of”children. An appar-

ently contradictory ﬁndlng was that in classrooms
in which childreh eften worked: independently in
either reading or math, the absence rate was low.
From this finding one can infer that children

4
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_ . less often th}ﬁ\

.

enjoyed. personalized attention but also enjoyed
working independently.

L] ¥ !

Activities  and petiods - that were « less? task-
oriented and more social in ‘nature—group time,
transition, snack time, and lunchtimé-—had a posi-
tive relationship ‘with absence rates, The greater the

occurrence of such activities and periods, the

higher the absence rate. Also, absence rateés were .

bést in ‘those classes in which adults wewg,
frequently involved with® children and children
were frequently involved in activities. Reading and
math activities had a negative relationship, with
absence. Children in classrooms in which rigorous
academic activities were ‘conducted were absent
children in less academically
oriented classrooms. ’

Rttendance appeared to be better in classrooms
that included a business-like,. striictured approach
to education than in less structured classrooms.
Verbal interactions of an academic nature had a
positive _relationship with school attendance.
Interestingly, a more relaxed interaction pattern in
which children initiated and adults responded was
negatively related to the absence rate. The more
adults had to control behaviof and the unhappier
childeen said they were, the higher the absence rate.
was. :

The variables Fpresent' in a mdre, structured,
teacher-directed approach to education had a
'posi% correlation with reading post-test scores.
Thus, pretest and post-test scores were highest in
those classrooms in which the absence rate was
lowest.

. I

Other ECE variables, such as the presence of

aides in the classrooms, had a positive association

* with regding post-test scores and a low absence

rate. Individualized attention to children was asso-

ciated with a low absence rate but not with high or

low .reading test s¢ores. A variety of instructional
NN . ) '

.~
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materials was associated with reading achievement
a/hd a low absence rate. ¢ -
s

Conclusions >

The in-depth study of selected ECE classrooms
indicated that the instructional methods or pro-
cesses used in some classrooms were more efficient
in teaching reading than <those used in .other
classrooms. Of particular importance were the
findings that gains were greatest and the absence

»

«rate lowest where the student to adults ratio was (

lowest. .

Howevér, merely having a number “of adults in
the classroom did not improve student progress.
The manner in which groups—were orgamized and
managed was of critical importance. Teachers in
the classrooms in which gains were small often
instructed one child at a time even though the ratio
of adults to children was quite high. This organiza-
tion resulted in the other students’ working for .
long periods of time on their own. Also children in_

_ £{lassrooms organized in this manner exhibited
negative behavior more ‘often than those in class-
rooms organized in other manners. One. staff

person working with oge student at a time during

efficient strategy. .  ° ]

" The greatest gains in reading were made by
students in those classrooms in which adults often
worked with small groups of students and often-
used direct -teaching methods (providing instruc-
tion and asking questions or asking students to
read aloud). I such classrooms the students
received immediate feedback for their responses. Ifs
a response was correct or satisfactory, the student
geceived acknowledgment or praise, and. if it was
incorrect, the student was guided to a correct
response. Teachers i}y these classrooms were very.
successful in kegping studepts working on the
desired tasks. Co;%enth’ry little risbehavior
was noted in these classrooms.

the Dclayading period did not appear to be an

-
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. VII. Locally Developed Evaluation Reports = .
- - «of°Special Programs \

« Fot several years the Department of Education’s
s annual evaluation report of special programs has

also provided by the district’ evaluator to each
participating_ school, and a summary report was

included findings based on (1) data submitted by presented to the district governing board.

districts on the Consolidated Evaluation Report
forms (Form E-127P); and (2) the results of the
Californid Assessment Program tests. These data
shave been augmented by findings from various
" special studies undertaken by the Departfient in an
attempt to add depth to the relatively narrow view
" of special programs obtainable fr®m the limited
common data that-were-available-frome participat-
ing schools. .
Each, year school districts conduct evaluation
" studies to, serve local needs. The findings from
many of these studies apparently have value
beyand serving local needs. To investigate how this
resource of evaluation data might be tapped, the
Department obtained and reviewed during late
summer of 1977 copies of-~locally developed
reports from a sample of'¥2 dfstricts. The districts
varled in size from some of the smallest to somt of
the largest in the state. The Department received a
_ total of 77 reporty. A few were only two or three
pages in length;¥some exceeded 40 péages. No
district submitted an individual report for all of its
schools. The large districts typically prepared the
groatest number and kinds of special reports. .
The pattern of having both state-required reports
on state-devised forms (Form E-127P) and locally
desikned and used reports of the evaluation of
“special programs has been developed over the years
in response to certain changes in the requirements
for specially” funded programs. The evaluation of
special projectsyoyer the past 11% years (beginning
with the first §@luation of ESEA Title1 programs)

began with a generalized approach. The programs
in most districts were designed to be common to

all schools within the district. Consequently, the
Department required only one locally developed
evaluatiog, ‘report (written largely in farrative
form) for each commonly funded district program.
The same jreport served both ‘state and Iocal
purposes. !fsually, limited evaluation data were

e .
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As it became apparent that’the locally developed
reports were too varied and too voluminous to be
practical for summarization at the state level,
forms were devised for district use, and common

" data were collected for state use.

In 1970 the gvaluation of individual school
programs became necessary because of new state

requirements: -

To alleviate the problems of districts in prepar-
ing and sybmitting multiple reports and to keep
the number of pages of reports at a manageable

—————

.level for the” Department, the Department has

markedly teduced the length of the required
reports over the years. Much of the report now
comes to the Department in a coded form so that
data processing services can be used. The data
requested include an~accounting of participants,
their standardized test scores, and a summary of
the extent to which planned objectives were met.
No narrative now accompagies the reports. .

The | Department has attempted, through a
variety of ways, to promote thorough evaluation of
district and schoolgprograms at the lpcal level. It
has recognized that such evaluation, and reporting,
must go beyond that which is required for comple-
tion of the state forms. The kinds of data
appropriate for aggregation stateWwide are inade-
quate for purposes of program improvement ‘and
needs assess t at the local level. Evaluation
procedures and reporting formats must be adapted
to fit the various~audiences (school staffs, parents,
district office staffs, and governing boards) for
whom they are intended. The Department has
therefore encouraged districts to continue to pre-
pare the narrative reports in addition to completing
the state forms. . i

Types of Local Evaluation Reports

Many factors affect the content and type of
locally }eveloped evaluation reports. First, varia-

*3 ’ o
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tions are essential in reports or presentations to
different audiences. Second, reports for similar
audiences y differ from district to district
because of tnique circumstances.

Typically, local evaluation reéports fall into the .

following categories: .

® District reports to the governing board. Nearly
all districts in the sample prepared a written
report fos ‘their govemmg boards. The report
was in layperson’s language and included
information about the kinds of specially
funded programs in the district and the results
of the programs. The reports of the districts
in the sample were from 20-50 pages in
length. In general, sections were devoted to
background information, evaluation proce-
dures, results, and conclusions.
® [ndividual school reports. Most districts in the
sample also prepared a report for each partici-
pating school. These reports wete 5 to 20
pages in length and consisted of a brief
program desenptron information about tire
extent to which the school’s objectrves were
met, a description of the solution procedures
, that were implemented, identification of
those procedures that were effecp;e, and an
analysis of standardized- test scoreS Yot various
groupings of students for the current year
and, where possible, over several years (longi-
« tudinal data). i
Tes? score analysis reports. Several districts ih
e sample prepared sepdrate detailed analxses
tandardized test results. These typicdlly

7

scores from previous years, com*par;sons of

results from different grades, and comparisons

ona subject matter basis. -
® Evaluation abstracts: Some -districts prepared

a separate evaluation ghstract that consisted

_of a program summary. T

" mation on goals, program scdpe-and costs,

. main features, and evaluation results, Also
included were recommendations-for program

) rmprovements and implications
® Needs assessment- data: Some-districts in the
. sample supplied to each school a report
ntgining both digtrictwide and indjvidual
:&ool needs assessment data- that ould be
used by the school’s program plannﬁng com-

.mittee. "

. O'Speczal ‘Studies: Most drstrrcts also reported
on special studies that they had conducted
throughout the year. Such studies were cox-
ducted only periodically in some of the smalt

el
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included comparisbns of current scores with .

“More detailed information
the special stutlies may be found in
ndix 4. ©

s An’extensive amount of information is includé@

in thé local evaluation reports.

. Examples of Comments About Programs

The’following excerpts from the reports of the
12 districts in the Department’s sample illustrate
just some of the types of informatioh provided in
local evaluation reports. (See Appendix 4 for

additionat exc®rpts and comments.)
[

Impact of Programs

Workshops in which tékhers and aides worked
together have been extremely productive because they
made items that they needed. Research and new ideas
were intr8duced, and the latest materials were made
available for thelr review. s

-

Post-test grade equivalent scores for the. - . school

year were higher at nearly all grade levels for readmg and
mathematics than thF previous year. In part, this may
have béen due to a ‘change in test forms in the overall
testing program. Gains in reading and math from pretest
"to post-test for the total group of . .. students were also
higher than for the total group of profct students the
preyjous year.

The . . . procedures . . . have been carried out so very
effectlvely due to the combined efforts of our outstand-’
ing facilitatdr, dedlcated teachers, aides, and volunteers.
As a parent and, an ‘aide, 1 feel the ECE’ program is
meetmg the yarfed educational needs of oyr children.

I cangot imagin t a better educational experience
fer K-3 children is"available agywhere. I'am particularly
1mpressed by the thorofighness with which each objec-

However, the school -goes far beyond each stae
objective—the program is even better than it appears in
wiiting,

inctuded infor- *

The students became intérested in mfath operatiohs
activities because they had ghe useof calculators to-
check their work themselves without waiting for the
Jeacher or’ instructional assistans.” There. was enough
challenge for the students tq,do the work correctly so
_that they could come up with the answer that was on
their calculators., This project was so successful that

.- plans call for expanded use [of calculators] in all of the

P sixth grade classes next year.

- <
3 Given the standardized test data available, the Title
~7 1/SB 90 program clearly can be ggid to have been
: effective in meeting academic objectrves . At each of
the K-3 grade levels, the 17 percent'net shlft objective

s2 - :

tive is definéd, carried qut,-and constantly evaluatew ’

5 There was improve’ment in this y,égr/’gatigkdagee
/ rate over last.year * . .
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~“Keeping loads require

in the future, ** .

was met, and median percentile score gains also sesved to
indicate greater than gxpetted growth for participants in
each grade and subject area, but particularly in qmathe-
matics. Though the gains lessen in each succeeding grade :
level, they remain as indicators of movement 1n the right

direction across all of the grades' served by the-consok-
dated funding program. ¢

2
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In 1976-77 readmg scores showed that approxrmately
25 perceit of the pupils gained two months or more for
every month of instruction. In fact, 8 percent of the
guprls gained'three months ommore for.each month of |
instruction. In mathematrcs 36 percent gai'ned two

" mbnths or. more for each month-of instructign, and l5

percent gamed three months or mere- .

+

While most of/the specific school jectives for
reading and math were attained, there are a number of
operational problems that need resoluglon In ipterviews
conducted at midyear, teachers ‘and “aides in many
schools expréssed continuing, concern over the ‘record-
or participation 1 specfal
. progr amsrparttcm::?, thése relating to individuahizing
instruction. In sonfe schools profiles showing student
~ progress in mastering skills were not being kept, or were
. not up ‘te "date. In some schools there was® _some
~confusion on‘the part of teachers as to the, va]ue and
necessity of keeping such detailed records. “Evaluators
reported- these and other findings tq compensatory

] educatron personnel at that time; and, to the extent

possible, they followed up to see what Help could be
given to the schools. There 1s stll a need for further
attention, especially since .readipg and math aré, con-
sidered hrgh(pnomy drstr;ct and schrool compo}tnts

Classroom  fmanagement «problems irfcrease as pro-

~ grams become more indiVidualized. [n .some_cases

because’ of increased paperwork, recordkeeping, and the

" time needed to 4nanage othér adults, the result may be

less time available for. working wrth individual students.

Teachers and ades* reported contrnulng 1nservice
traiping needs in the areas of teadyrg and mathematcs,
, bitingual and’ mulucultural gducation, a}zd individualiza-
tion and classroom management. There 15 str‘ll séme need .
for clégrer, short-range and long- range goals and objec-
tives across the entire compensatory education program
arid for the setting of prionties at the st.hool and district
.levels.

Program personnel and evalua\gon persor{ncl need to
develop cooperatrvely clearer definitions of indivi-,
dualized instruction to ensure more effective evaluatron
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There has been-a relative decline mn garns at grade
“three. . - .

Blhngua]-bicu)tural education objectives were met in
7 of 13 instances, In cases of nonattginment. dafa

were not available for analysis. ’

[ referred three children and got no results or -

conferent\:es with the psychologist about any,of them.

+ The topics for staff development could be more
relevgnt to the actual needs of particular schools and
types of students and designed on the basis of the
expenence “of the staff involved.

Longrtudmal Studm

?

¢

“Over three-quarters of the teacheq foﬁnd the follow -

ing three activities to beithe most effective Tstaff
development: iniservice workshops individual assrstance
from .spécialists, and classroom visitations: Classroonr

< demonstrations were rated by 53 percent of the: tachets
- as being’ the least effective strategy in staff development.
s ..

‘.\ . A.'

“

. Trends . mclude an almost steady chimb in post-test
grade equrvalent scores since 1970 in grades four
" through six but a vaned pattern 1n grade three. Sizable
gains over previous years are shown . . .1n grades thres,
ﬁve and R ' ' .

In matl'pmatlcs at the end of the thlrd full ECE year,
grafles one and two were making better than month-for.
month gains, but grade three was faling behund. month
for- month progress. ,

" The number of pupl.lS sconng above the 50th percen-
- tile (Q,) has increased morethan 11 percent sinca May,
«1972. The number of pupils sconng above the 25th

per%entﬂe (Q:) has increased by 9-percent since May,
“1972

Across the entrre consolidated pgogram, however the

. number of parents said to be mvolved is increasing each

year. For example, while 550 parents were listed as

regular participants in l974 75 the ﬁgure for 1975-76
exceeded 1,300.

* Ia amost every school the pattern of growth,
measured annually from fall to spring, shows what 15
sometimes called the ‘*‘sawtooth” effect—substantial

. growth dunng the school year but a loss dunng the |

summer. The summer 1dss appears 'td be more pro-
nounced amonilow -scoring -pupils and s typically
greater in matheMatics than in-seading.’

The most encouraging srgn of _all "has "been. the
steadiness of the improvement made by pupils over the
_ years of the Title I program. It appears that successful
" programs require time for traiming the staff 1n how 1o
implement the programs and.that staff commrtment to
improved instructional programs has a cumulative effect
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leadmg to continued growth ‘ .

We have the Comprehenfrve Tests of Basic Skills
readmg and mathematics scorés for local chrldren who

* were tefted in October, 1974, in grade four and who
were still attendmg the same ESEA Title 1 schools 1n
\iay, 1977, when» they wese ‘post-tested n - grade six.
“While the analysis of the gains*made dunng this penod
of 27 school months may not prove the yalue of the
ESEA™TRIe | program, the fongitudinal data fdr these
children certainly weaken the cntiasm that “*compensa-

-
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- far as the local program 1s concerned.

A careful féllow-up was conducted tg find" out what

. had happened to those pupils whose sceres on the CTBS
" tests 10 October, 1974, placed /them 1n the bottom
» quarter on the basis of nauonal norms. . .. A very high
proportion of these weakest pupils 1 grade fourn were
found to have moved*out of the bottor/quarter when

eialuated on,the basis of grade six horrys in Mayq 1977
Prggam Modifications - -

: Further clanficauion of the roles and \r::sponnblhues
of central office and ,area office admxmstrauve JAnd .
resourcé personnel as ‘well as defimtions of services
available to school sites from these ofﬁs;es 1s heeded. ”

. The uixhzauon of the reading® specialist n the

. dassroom 1s desirable for hmited traimning This trabung’

+*should be followed by an independent program of each .
fteacher and specialist) with half a class Thus encourages
follow-up omnstrmt'l by the me\.xa'hst .

-

. A concentrated effort to improve reading ..omnrﬂhen
sion skilly/needs to be planned and carried out at each =
" school site Some te*hqu.eS that could prove helpful
'L are ", .

°

® Small groups {or reading instruction
® ‘Oral readingby the teagher on a reet.iarl'v sched-
uled daily basxs > . .
® Seléction and purchase of matena!s designed to -
N sprovide practice n comprehension skills .
® Timely daily fgedback 'to 'students on their efforts
o m th:s area’ :

B “Analyze carefully the potential role of mamnulauv? '
materals 1n each school he's thathematics program and
y the relatiogship of such matenals to the chosen basal

téxtbogks s -

¢

) .

) " Future distnot ECE planmng/ should preserve the

' posiuve aspects of parent parficipation, use of aides, and
festructuring efforts., P

- ‘ .
[y

Practices that may tend 1o lover pupil time speat_on
- basic skalls léarming under directed instruction should be
"examined . .

.

‘Staff development objectives should be mea,surable
These objecuves thust be based on problems revealed by
_— the evatuation findings with regard to ~

. '® Maitenance of direct mstmct'a for pupils
® Effective management of aides
. . Eifective use of volunieers .
P ® -Bystems for eificient egordkeepmg and inservice
. . tramng for better m#nagement of ndivdualizéed
' nsiruction ) . . 5

i

- Auxhary services personnel should analyze the causks
for the widely varying ratings for their activities to see

services can be improved. .

More Filipino culture books and %atenals should be
] added as parents have requested -
. ,

2
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tory education programs show only temporary gains” so ‘,. General Concerns

Interpretation of Findings -

., ¥nter has selected as the true

- mendable and measurable,

whether, with the avaiable resources. the delvery of . '

Available data suggest that new pupils are likely to
have lower reading and mathemaucs scbres than pupils
who have moved away.

A need exusts for local evaluation of specially funded
programs The authors are convinced that evaluation
designs that are more appropriate than those that can be
condutted within the state-required evaluation ‘frame-
work musp be developed. For instance, the magnitude
and nature of the overal} reoordkeepmgload inherent in
the conduct of special programs needs to be ssed

- The mmpact of recordkeeping on the quabity of Instruc- .

ton also needs to Ye assessed. Within the state's
evaldauon framework prd design, neither the mandate
nor the resoutces exfst to ‘study such problems In
addiion. evaluauon ec1ahsts should help admunistra.
tors idenufy speafk " strategies Schoo staffs thave
developed mat enable them jo jope with requizements
while oulldme and mainiaining hugh qual'u mnstguctional
progiams In this way school st ffs havmz proble
receve more effective and mére m"mduahzec admurs-
frative support N

.
-

Too often 2 wnter seems to ¢ry “falure” pnmanly
because a program kas, not aitgned those goals that the
dicators of success Fhe
concept of 2 progryn’ being designed to meet cerign
well-defined goals or objectives that are based on
documented needs and that are bemg evalu..tea 1n urn.
in relation to those goals and objecuves seems 10 be 2
well-accepted concept Nevertheless. 1t+appears o b 2
concept that 1s too often.caspaside when wning for a
national audience The cause of “finding dut™ 50 we can

“followy up* weuld Asually be better served 1f “the cnut
would }eﬂermme whether his or her crincism should ber
directed tow ard the goals and objectives sescted for the
program rather than toward those results that he or she
mnterprets as “jalure 7y ¢ N

. Having 85 pergent of the objectives .typically

exceeded. completely attained. or substantally attangg
. does ngt sound hke failure Whether that figure repre-
sents adequate or very sausfaciory achievement can

“probably best be answered by the school’staffs. who

know what hes behund the jiumbers

in a normal population sampl. however. 50 percent
of the pazliaipants. are .by definition, betow the median.
Thus. while the program objective 1s, emmentl\. <om-
1t may be unrealistic, 1t 1s
reabistic to expect fhat only the excessive percent

mo
. ?;udenfs below the national median be mnmtentl\

diminished or ehminated -

Before going on to the body of this report. a brief
discussion of academic growth and several other 1tems

relative to the analysis must be gonﬂdered Bnefly when

examming the  test analysis -tables.” growth can be
cofisidered “greater than expected™

y g Kﬁ:an‘son to the
nattonal normung population 1f the medNn percentle

e on

ems can
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score of 3 mah.hed sample of stqden s increases from ™ equivalent scores at two polnts m ume to see whether.

* prégest 10 post-test - , ) the group 1s sconng more like the national sample, or . .

‘ : “norm” group. The diféerence in grade gquivalent scores
‘ % /.« . With nume'rouswanables opera?x i the mﬂuenv ng on two dxf;’erent tesungs is usually mtgrpreted as being .
of reading scores. it 1s difficult to ﬁcw-gny concluspons “growth™ i1n months or years. The publishers use .

on thegsams of one or two mauhedfgronps. soph.xsucated projectiogs and estumates to, arrive at the

M . . . grade and month estimates for most scores. but they are
“To assess g:owth mn (eadmg and math'erhau;s skxlls sull only estumates Growth interpretations sitould be ,
educators typ;caﬂy look at a. group's ayerige g:ade . made with caution. ¢
. . o . X N . z . v ‘ . 4
' L / . S - . . .
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- ' *@ : Other Pubhcarlons Available
: ~ from the Depaftment of Education -
» .
* . Evaluation Report of )'lultzple-funded Programs, 1976-77, is one of approximately 400 publications .’
*  which are available from the California State Department of Education. Some of #e more recent
S publications or those most widely used are the following: S :

AdminstPauon of the Schoot District Rxsk‘Management Program (1977) $ 2.50
- An Assessment of the Wnting Performance of Cakforn1a High School Sensors ( 1977) 2.75
. . * Artendance and Enrollment Accounting and Reporting (1977) " - .280
f Bibliography of Instructional Matenals for the Teaching of Frénch (1977), 1.50
~+ ., Bibliography of Instructional Matenals fos-the Tachmg of Portugum (1976) . . as
* Bicycle Rules of the Rdad 1California (1977) ) 1.50
. Califormsa Gurde to Traffic Safery Education (1976) 350 ¢
Californa‘ Private School Directory 1977 ¢ . H 500
Cabifornia School DQuas:toty 1978 . i 1moo
_ “Cahifo hoal Accsuribhy Manual (197680 mcﬁfng 1978 revisions) ﬁl 165°
"~ Californ:a Scheol Eﬂ'ecuveness Study (1977)"¢ v ! fS.
Cahfornia Schoot Lighting Design and Eviluation(}978) : % ¢ " 45
Califorma Teachers Salanes and Salary Schedules. 1977.78 (1978) 7 1000
«Discusnion Guide for the €aliforna School Improvement Program (1978) » 1.59
Distnct Paxd Insurance Brograms m.California School Distsicts, 1977-78 (1978) . 250 s
Enghsh La; ramé¢work for Californta Pubtic Schools (1976) X 150 «
+ Establishing School Site Counils: The California School Improvement Progeam ( 1977) - 150
Guide for Multicultural Education: Cdntent and Coptext (1977) < : 0125~
Guids for Ongoing Planning (1977) - .. Lio
-y Handbook for Reporting and tising Test Results (1976) . » v 83D b
Ut A Handbook Regarding the Privacy and Disclosuse of Pupil Records (1978) - . 165 :
Health Instruction Framework for Califorma Public ,Schools(lg78k Y 135 1
. Hespitality Occupauons Curnculum-Guide (1977) ,3.00 .
> *Physical Education for Children, Ages Fout Throué! Nine ay78) / . ’.50 "3
Planning Handbook (1978), L T
" Site Management (1977) . - 150
! <" Social Sciences Education Framework for Cahfonua Public Schools(1975) ’ 1.10 .
. Students’ Rights and Responsibilities Handbook (1978) . - V L v~ 150 o
- N . . . - -
- Orders should be diregted to: L B ¥y~ - . ¢
5: .~ . California State Depanment of Edumgon YL - N
- ¢, PO.Box27i . . . . . .
R Sacramento. CA 95802 . ) ’ . [ ‘ , )
Remiitance of purc‘ﬁase order must accompan) order. Purchase orders without checks are acce‘pted only
from goverhment agencies In Cahfomsa Six percem sales tax should be addéd to alf orders from Califerma .
-« purchasers: ~ ¥
.+ A completedist of publicatidns available f m the Department may"be obtamed by‘wnung to the address
} lis{l/ed above. ’ - . : . g A
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